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SILBERMAN, FOREWORD 1 
FOREWORD: 
Who Owns The Past? 
Neil Silberman 
Ename Center for Public Archaeology and 
Heritage Presentation 
THE concepts of "ownership" and the "past" do not easily go together. Ownership signifies legal and moral control by an individual or group over 
a clearly defined item of value - implying the right to control, sell, alter, rent, or 
even destroy it, as the owners see fit. The past, on the other hand, is clearly not an 
"ownable" item. As the overarching name we give to all that has occurred during 
all the time before the current present instant, the past can be neither controlled, 
sold, altered, rented, destroyed - or objectively, legally owned. 
Yet there is good reason to juxtapose these logically incompatible concepts 
when reflecting on the current state and future prospects of the field of Cultural 
Heritage. For the past does not exist in contemporary life solely as an unownable 
abstraction. It survives in countless tangible fragments - objects, monuments, 
relics, landscapes, and collectors' items - that can indeed be individually con-
trolled, sold, altered, rented, or even destroyed. 
At the same time, there are also putative "owners" of these fragments 
of the past, with each class of owner accorded a varying degree of legal rights. 
Ministries of culture and antiquities and monuments services exercise their nation's 
sovereign ownership over officially listed heritage places and artifacts. Museums 
acquire, curate, and manage collections. Private collectors buy, sell, and trade 
a vast range of cultural property. Other ownership claims are asserted, without 
an explicitly recognized legal right: indigenous peoples and former colonized 
nations demand the return and control of cultural sites and objects that they believe 
to be their precious inheritance. Religious groups and local associations likewise 
express special claims to monuments and objects of special significance to them. 
This tangle of conflicting claims and responsibilities within the field 
of Cultural Heritage cannot simply be ignored. The 2005 Ename International 
Colloquium on "Memory and Identity" (Interpreting the Past, Vol. 3) highlighted 
some pressing political and social dimensions of this problem. Case studies from 
the United States, Vietnam, Israel, Palestine, South Africa, and sites of Holocaust 
commemoration in Europe eloquently showed how the past has become a matter 
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of contention. And as speakers demonstrated, these clashing historical visions 
must be faced honestly and openly through productive intercultural dialogue. 
For that reason, the Department of Culture of the Province of East-
Flanders and the Ename Center for Public Archaeology - as part of their continuing 
program of public discussion and reflection on the role of heritage in modem 
society - sought to widen the discussion and organized a three-day event in March 
2006 to examine a broader range of questions relating to public rights and respon-
sibilities in the preservation and interpretation of cultural heritage, within modern 
multicultural societies. The questions to be considered centered on issues of 
"ownership" in four closely linked themes that encompassed scholarship, public 
participation, collective memory, and heritage law: 
• Scholarship and Historical Diversity: How effectively do historians and 
archaeologists incorporate the diverse perspectives of ethnic minorities and 
various non-elite groups in their reconstruction of the past? Is multivocality 
a just a politically correct slogan or a legitimate research approach? 
• Inclusive Public Heritage: To what extent should national heritage 
authorities honor the rights of all citizens to be included - and feel included 
- in the representations of a common heritage? How do immigrant and 
minority communities relate to official heritage institutions? Should a 
nation's official monuments reflect a timeless ideal or a changing reality? 
• Sites of Conscience: Do national governments and the international 
community have a public responsibility to commemorate sites of tragedy 
and injustice no less prominently than monu-ments of triumph and pride? 
What are the heritage responsibilities of both victimizers and victims? What 
lessons are to be learned from sites of "difficult" heritage? 
• Heritage Law: What are the current legal and economic implications of 
heritage "owner-ship"? Do sites and cultural property belong to only to a 
nation, to the communities that produced them, or to museums that claim 
to protect them as "universal" heritage? Is it legitimate to consider ancient 
artworks and other movable cultural property as both aesthetic treasures and 
valuable commodities? 
In an attempt to broaden our discussion of these themes beyond the familiar 
program of invited plenary speakers, we made an effort in the 2006 colloquium 
to involve all participants in the active sharing of experience in dealing with 
contested, problematic, or conflicting "ownership" of heritage. To that end, we 
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invited all the colloquium participants to submit brief case studies describing 
specific heritage problems, challenges, and achievements they had encountered in 
their various professional specialties and geographical areas of work. The response 
was gratifying and the discussions conducted in the four thematic workshops held 
during the course of the colloquium provided a unique forum for the participants 
to begin what we hope will be a continuing reflection on some of the central 
challenges that the field of cultural heritage will face in the coming years. 
This volume presents a wide selection of the plenary presentations and 
case-studies featured at the 2006 Ename International Colloquium, divided into 
the colloquium's major themes. It is our hope that these contributions will offer 
a clear indication of the extent of the efforts currently underway by scholars, 
heritage professionals, and community leaders all over the world to come to terms 
with the difficult challenges of administering, conserving, and interpreting cultural 
heritage in a rapidly-changing, multi-cultural age. 
The 2006 Ename International Colloquium - and this latest volume in the 
Interpreting the Past series - would not have been possible without the continuing 
support of the Department of Culture of the Province of East-Flanders, and in 
particular, the vision and commitment of Deputy of Culture Jean-Pierre Van Der 
Meiren. Indeed Deputy Van Der Meiren was the moving force behind the estab-
lishment of the Ename Center and its programs since the Center's establishment 
in 1998. Since leaving office in December 2006, he continues to serve as the 
President of the Ename Center Foundation and guide its future course. It is our 
hope that the Department of Culture of the Province of East-Flanders and its new 
Deputy of Culture, Mr. Josef Dauwe, will continue to be invaluable supporters of 
the Ename Center in the coming years. 
Finally, it is important to mention that the success of the 2006 Ename 
International Colloquium was due in no small measure to the skill, hard work, and 
enthusiasm of the entire staff of the Ename Center. In particular, Eva Roels, the 
Center's general administrator, worked tirelessly to organize the logistics for the 
event, coordinate the various sessions, and ensure that all the scheduled events 
in the three very full days went smoothly. Special thanks and appreciation are 
also due to Claudia Liuzza, serving as a CHIRON-Marie-Curie Fellow at the 
Ename Center and secretariat coordinator of the ICOMOS International Scientific 
Committee on Interpretation and Presentation. The formulation of the colloquium 
program and the editing of this volume would not have been possible without her 
dedication, her many valuable insights, and hard work. 
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CULTURAL PROPERTY AND UNIVERSAL VALUE 
Nicholas Stanley-Price 
former Director-General of ICCROM, Rome, Italy 
TWO concepts - cultural property and universal value - are examined which are at the core of much international debate about heritage. The first, cultural 
property was used by UNESCO in its early Conventions in a broad sense and 
referred to both movable and immovable heritage. Because of its connotations 
of ownership, it is proposed, following Prott and O'Keefe (1992) that in debates 
about heritage it be used only in a legal context. As to the question of who owns 
the past, answers have ranged widely from "no-one" to "everyone", the latter 
claim coinciding with ideas of a "universal heritage". The notion that "properties" 
inscribed on the World Heritage List share a universal value is reviewed in the light 
of greater recognition of cultural diversity, on the one hand, and of the tendency 
for States Parties to nominate sites that are primarily of national significance, 
on the other. Critiques of the concept of outstanding universal value are likely 
to accelerate as claims for the local ownership of heritage places receive more 
attention. 
One of the questions posed in the invitation to the 2nd Ename International 
Colloquium for the session on "Heritage policy" was: "Do sites and cultural 
property belong only to a nation, to the communities that produced them, or to 
museums that claim to protect them as 'universal' heritage?" 
This formulation is interesting since "sites" are distinguished from 
"cultural property". Are we to assume that sites represent an immovable element 
of culture, and cultural property a movable one, namely objects and paintings and 
so on? This is not how the phrase cultural property has generally been used, nor 
is the distinction between movable and immovable perhaps any longer a useful 
one (Stanley-Price 2003a). The point might be academic were it not that the theme 
of the Colloquium was ownership of the past, and because of the connotations of 
the term "property". Do ownership questions concern only movable objects, and 
not sites? Surely not. Or, phrasing the question a different way, should we not be 
using the term "cultural property" in other than strictly legal contexts, because of 
its connotations of ownership? 
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Cultural Property and Cultural Heritage 
The term "cultural property" was first used in English in a legal context in the 
Hague Convention of 1954 for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of 
Armed Conflict (Prott and O'Keefe 1992). Until then it had not been an established 
concept in the Common Law. When first used, it aimed to translate the French 
term biens culturels and the Italian beni cultural! used in the Civil Law of those 
countries (though the term "cultural goods" is also found in English texts). The 1954 
Convention, in its Preamble, also uses "cultural heritage" when it states: "damage 
to cultural property belonging [sic] to any people whatsoever means damage to 
the cultural heritage of all mankind"; whereas the UNESCO Constitution (1945, 
Article 1,2c) refers to 'the conservation and protection of the world's inheritance 
[sic] of books, works of art and monuments of history and science" (patrimoine is 
used in the French version for "inheritance"). 
"Cultural property" was subsequently usedforthe"illicittrafific"Convention 
of 1970 (UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the 
Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property). It also 
features in the full title of ICCR.OM (International Centre for the Study of the 
Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property), created by UNESCO in 1956 
and established in Rome in 1959. In all these contexts it refers to both movable and 
immovable property. 
In the following decade of the 1960s, the term "heritage" grew increasingly 
popular. It was first used in English for an international agreement in 1969 for the 
European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (the London 
Convention; revised in 1992 as the Valletta Convention). UNESCO adopted a 
change in terminology when in 1972 it announced the Convention concerning the 
Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. Interestingly, although it 
used "heritage" in its title, it retained the term "property" to refer to those sites that 
were inscribed on the World Heritage List. That is still the practice today. 
The term "heritage" became widespread in the 1970s and 1980s in parallel 
with the much greater attention being given to conservation, and indeed to questions 
of national identity. In due course, Lyndel Prott and Patrick O' Keefe published the 
important article already referred to (1992) in the second issue of a new journal 
entitled, appropriately enough, the International Journal of Cultural Property. They 
argued that it was "time for the law and lawyers to recognize that the term 'cultural 
heritage' is rightfully superseding that of'cultural property'". They gave two main 
reasons: the existing legal concept of property did not cover all evidence of human 
life worth preserving; and the term property did not incorporate concepts of a duty 
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to preserve and protect (Prott and O'Keefe 1992: 307). 
As they pointed out, property "is an especially Western concept and has 
particular commercial connotations: it implies control by the owner expressed 
by his ability to alienate, exploit and to exclude others from the object or site in 
question" (1992: 310). Moreover, it had connotations of commodification and of 
a commercial value of the thing owned. "Heritage", on the other hand, implied 
rather a legacy to inherit and to pass on to future generations something that is 
cared for and cherished. Thus, they found the term "heritage" more appropriate, 
and the term "property" to be inadequate except when used in a legal context. 
The term "heritage" has now become ubiquitous, even though in the 
Romance languages the equivalent terms for cultural property (biens culturels, 
beni cultural!, bienes culturales, etc.) are still widely used in a general sense and 
not only in legal contexts, in fact, especially in legal contexts, finding precisely 
equivalent terms between different languages can be problematic (Frigo 2004). 
In some countries, ministries that were formerly devoted to culture have had 
"heritage" added to the name of their portfolio. For example, in Tunisia the 
Ministry of Culture is now the Ministère de la Culture et de la Sauvegarde du 
Patrimoine; the Ministry of Cultural Affairs of Sri Lanka which was created 
in 1956 is now the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage (G. Wijesuriya, 
personal communication, 2006); and the Sultanate of Oman has had a Ministry of 
National Heritage and Culture for more than twenty years. 
As implied in the Colloquium statement quoted at the start, the term 
"cultural property" is nowadays used (in the anglophone world) mainly to refer to 
those movable objects in the antiques and antiquities market that attract attention 
for issues associated with their provenance and ownership. Sites are less often 
referred to in those terms (though note the reference to World Heritage "properties" 
above). On the other hand, the contributions to the World Archaeological Congress 
volume entitled Destruction and Conservation of Cultural Property (Layton, Stone 
and Thomas 2001) are almost exclusively concerned with sites, many of them (for 
instance, Ayodhya in India) the locus of strongly contested ownership. But the 
volume does not explore the possible implications of using the term "cultural 
property" regarding ownership issues. 
Considering the question from the ownership angle, those who have 
explicitly posed the question "Who owns the past?" have had differing views 
as to what is the relevant subject-matter. Of the several books that have been 
published under this title, the essays edited by Isobel McBryde (1985a) treated the 
question very broadly, considering both places and museum collections in a wide 
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perspective, whereas the recent volume edited by Fitzgibbon (2005) concentrates 
on the trade in works of art. The contributions in the present volume deriving from 
the Colloquium focus strongly on places rather than movable objects as testimony 
of "the past" that may or may not be owned. 
In summary, whether it is applied to immovable sites or to movable objects, 
the terminology that we use - in this case, cultural property - carries certain 
connotations as to ownership. 1 suggest that the Western concept of property, as in 
the phrase "cultural property", predisposes those of us from the West to think in 
terms of ownership. This may not be helpful when applied to those societies, or 
sections of society, that are less concerned than we are with property, or to those 
who view it differently. A simple example is the Australian aboriginal individual 
asserting that he belongs to the land, not that the land belongs to him. 1 propose that 
Prott and O'Keefe's suggestion be adopted, to limit the use of the term "property" 
to discussion in legal contexts. 
So, who "owns" the past? Can the past be owned by anyone? Even if 
we distinguish between the past as an intellectual construction and the past as 
represented by physical remains, can even the latter be "owned"? Typically, one 
answer is that the past belongs either to no-one, or to everyone, or, in between 
these extremes, to certain individuals or groups or political entities that stake a 
claim to it. (There is still much truth in the old English adage that possession is 
nine points of the law.) The claim that the past belongs to everyone is a universalist 
one. It underlies many of the recent assertions as to the justification for retaining 
collections in "universal museums", and also to the idea of an outstanding 
universal value which is assigned to an ever-increasing number of places in 
the world. Conceptions of a universal history and universal values have a long 
tradition in Western culture and these tend to lie at the heart of this claim. To reach 
a formal consensus nowadays on universal ideas, for instance the right of military 
intervention, requires an agreement amongst nations (e.g. at the United Nations) 
and amongst a much wider variety of nations than might have subscribed to ideas 
of a universal history in the Age of Enlightenment. Thus, in attempts to reach such 
consensus, a leading role is now played by States, and thence by the collective 
action of States operating together on heritage matters at an international level. 
I will therefore now consider national legislation, in reinforcing each 
State's role in asserting ownership of the heritage. I will then turn to the collective 
action of States working together, with particular reference to their identifying a 
category of World Heritage sites based on the concept of their having in common 
an outstanding universal value. 
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National Legislation: Ownership of the Archaeological Heritage 
Over the past century, the physical remains of the past have increasingly been made 
subject to statutory legislation. More than one hundred years ago. Flinders Petrie, 
working chiefly in Egypt and Palestine, foresaw this development as a positive 
one in terms of the protection of archaeological sites. He saw archaeologists as 
being in a position of "transitory stewardship" (Petrie 1904: 176), an interesting 
phrase that has echoes today in the re-emergence of the concept of stewardship 
of archaeological resources. At the same time, Petrie was apprehensive: he saw 
measures introduced by governments to control antiquities as the first indications 
of "a wide claim which no state has ventured yet to formulate, namely that all 
objects of past generations are public property.. .the logical outcome of the present 
laws and present tendency would be the nationalization of all antiquities" (Petrie 
1904: 185-188, quoted by McBryde 1985b: 7). 
Twenty years later, in his publication of the first volume on the Tomb of 
Tutankhamun, Howard Carter expressed similar thoughts about the role of the 
archaeologist as a temporary steward: "The things he [the excavator] finds are not 
his own property, to treat as he pleases, or neglect as he chooses. They are a direct 
legacy from the past to the present age, he but the privileged intermediary through 
whose hands they come" (Carter and Mace 1923: 124). 
Carter here refers not only to the lack of ownership by the excavator of 
the things that he finds but also to their being a legacy from the past, thus evoking 
the idea of what would now be called heritage. The enlightened views of Flinders 
Petrie and Howard Carter have not always been shared by their successors around 
the world. More or less unconsciously, archaeologists have sometimes acted as if 
they did own what they found; an archaeologist referring to "my site" is one of the 
commoner giveaways of an attitude of proprietorship. 
Be that as it may, in most jurisdictions today, the archaeological heritage 
is protected by law, with the greater part of it under state ownership (O'Keefe and 
Prott 1983: 188-202). The situation feared by Petrie, of the eventual confiscation 
of all archaeological material held in private hands, has not come about, although 
the declarations of state ownership of all undiscovered archaeological material in 
such countries as Italy, Greece and Turkey to which Petrie referred (1904: 184) 
have lost little of their force with the passage of time. Moreover, several countries 
insist on the central registration of all private collections of antiquities assembled 
prior to their own national legislation coming into effect. Strictly speaking, it is 
not correct to refer to a "nationalization" of the archaeological heritage in the case 
of the State claiming ownership of objects that have not yet been discovered. In 
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those jurisdictions in which the State lays claim to all undiscovered archaeological 
material, it has negated the right of a landowner to a newly discovered object 
on his land. The State has already declared itself the owner. (There are parallels 
with the State asserting ownership of mineral and other resources that are not yet 
discovered.) Since it has not removed the property from the owner (which is in 
fact the State), it cannot be said to have nationalized it (O'Keefe and Prott 1989: 
430). 
The origins of the present situation whereby the great majority of states 
claim ownership of the archaeological subsoil and its contents, and control access 
to it, lie in a series of international meetings (Stanley-Price 2003b: 270-273). 
In the Mediterranean and Middle East area, with its long tradition of export of 
antiquities, international principles were established by the League of Nations in 
setting up the Mandates following the First World War. A subsequent landmark 
was the International Conference on Excavations organized in 1937 in Cairo. It led 
to the publication of a Manual on the Technique of Archaeological Excavations, 
and a series of recommendations for the conduct of excavations and international 
collaboration. 
The Mediterranean area was not the only one that saw international 
initiatives on this issue. As early as 1910, Peru proposed a regulation for the 
conservation and exploitation of archaeological sites in the Americas, on the 
occasion of the Congreso Cientifico Internacional Americano held in Buenos 
Aires (Endere and Podgomy 1997: 57). 
Despite a loss of momentum due to the World War 11, the recommendations of 
the Cairo Conference of 1937 formed the basis for the UNESCO Recommendation 
on International Principles applicable to Archaeological Excavations (1956), a 
text which has been extremely influential in the drafting of national legislations 
worldwide. The ICOMOS Charter for the Protection and Management of the 
Archaeological Heritage (1990) and the Valletta Convention (also confusingly, 
and incorrectly, referred to as the Malta Convention) of the Council of Europe of 
1992 have updated the general principles of the protection of the archaeological 
heritage, particularly with reference to the needs of salvage archaeology. 
An important stimulus to declaring state ownership of the subsurface 
archaeological resources was the disappearance through export of objects that 
were felt should remain in the country as constituting elements of the national 
heritage. In fact, a system of controls over export applies generally not only to those 
archaeological objects already declared to be of state ownership, but also to other 
works of art which are in private ownership but are considered to be of sufficient 
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national importance that they should not leave the country. Export controls consist 
generally either in outright prohibition, as in many countries, or in a system of 
licensing (O'Keefe and Prott 1989: 453 - 516). Those objects that are subject to 
export controls may be defined in a number of ways; some systems adopt a date 
of manufacture before which items are considered of national importance and 
therefore protected; others compile lists of protected items; others again establish 
criteria for deciding on the significance to the State of specific objects. 
In summary, both components of what has been generally referred to as 
"cultural property" - immovable sites and movable objects - have been subject to 
legislation that asserts state ownership in many cases (only a few of which have 
been summarised here). Such properties are protected due to their having been 
recognized to be of national significance. As such, in the case of movables, they 
are forbidden to be exported unless duly authorized. In the case of sites, states 
confer varying degrees of protection upon those that have been recognized to be 
of national importance. But, reverting to an earlier question, how do certain sites 
come to be accepted by states working together as "properties" that possess a 
value that is not only national but outstanding and universal? 
From National to Local Ownership via Universal World Heritage 
The possession of outstanding universal value is what qualifies a place to be 
inscribed on the World Heritage List. This key phrase was deliberately left 
undefined by the drafters of the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention 
(Titchen 1996). The original aim was to limit the application of the Convention 
to the protection of a select list of the most important cultural and natural heritage 
places of the world, with the meaning of "outstanding universal value" expexted 
due to become clear as the Convention was implemented, using the criteria for 
inscription of cultural and natural sites that the Committee would establish. 
After nearly thirty years' experience of working with these criteria, a 
definition of outstanding universal value has been given in the newly revised 
version of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the Convention: 
"Outstanding universal value means cultural and/or natural significance which 
is so exceptional as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common 
importance for present and future generations of all humanity" (UNESCO 
2005 (§49). The phrase "so exceptional as to transcend national boundaries" 
is significant in view of practice hitherto. It is national governments, i.e. the 
States Parties to the Convention, that nominate sites for inscription and not. 
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for example, an independent Commission. In fact, the procedure laid down in 
the World Heritage Convention (Article 11.1) requires States Parties to submit 
inventories of properties to the World Heritage Committee. The wording could 
suggest that it is then the Committee, after reviewing the submitted inventories, 
that will establish a list of those properties that it considers to have outstanding 
universal value, in terms of the criteria yet to be established. In other words, as the 
new Operational Guidelines phrase it, the Committee would identify those sites 
that they considered to possess a "cultural and/or natural significance which is so 
exceptional as to transcend national boundaries". 
Although the wording of Article 11 could be read this way (as Musitelli 
2002: 328 does), in practice it has been interpreted to mean that the States Parties 
nominate individual sites after having provided inventories to the Committee. So, 
rather than the Committee exercising its own choice among the sites listed in a 
number of inventories, it has had proposed to it individual sites that states wish to 
see inscribed. When the States Parties have submitted nominations of individual 
properties, however, "there has been a tendency to interpret 'outstanding universal 
value' as 'prime national value', the very best examples of a nation's heritage" 
(Titchen 1996:236; see also Cleere 1996). "The committee, instrument of common 
will, acts in fact as an organ of registration for the wishes of the states, even if 
these are filtered through the technical evaluations of the independent consultative 
bodies (ICOMOS and IUCN)" (Musitelli 2002, 328). 
In 1983 the submission of Tentative Lists (i.e. the inventories stipulated 
in Article 11.1 of the Convention) became obligatory, and following that date a 
series of meetings were held to harmonise the regional Tentative Lists (Pressouyre 
1993: 33, n.10). Currently, a nominated site cannot be considered for inscription 
unless it appears on the nominating state's updated Tentative List. 
Some of the pressures to include sites in the List (as possessing outstanding 
universal value) that were in reality of national or regional value might have been 
reduced had more attention been paid to the "Recommendation concerning the 
Protection, at the National Level, of the Cultural and Natural Heritage" which was 
adopted at the same session of UNESCO in 1972 as was the Convention (Titchen 
1996). The Recommendation encouraged states to adopt systematic policies for 
conserving cultural and natural heritage of national value, with the Convention 
being reserved for the protection of heritage of "outstanding universal value". 
However because the Recommendation does not carry with it the same prestige 
as the Convention and its World Heritage List, it has been relatively ignored. "As 
a result the World Heritage List has been inundated with nominations of places of 
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local, national or regional importance" (Titchen 1996: 236). 
The insistence on preparing preliminary Tentative Lists prior to making 
nominations and, subsequently, on carrying out thematic studies have had the aim 
of taking a broader view and of making the World Heritage List more representative 
of the cultural diversity of the world. In doing so, it has moved away from the 
original aim of the Convention of making a select list of the most outstanding sites 
from an international viewpoint. Rather, it becomes a list not of the best, but as 
representative of the best, in illustrating the most important themes in natural and 
cultural heritage (Cameron 2005). 
The corollary of this evolution, given that the number of themes is 
potentially endless, is that notions of universality become even more problematic. 
The greater the recognition of cultural diversity, the harder it is to demonstrate 
the outstanding universal value of a particular site. Much work has been done 
on heritage values in recent years. Most commentators, though not all, concede 
that values are ascribed and are not inherent. The greater the diversity of the 
values that are ascribed to different sites, the less likely that those values will be 
held universally. This point has been made from an academic anthropological 
perspective (e.g. Layton and Thomas 2001: 12) but it is also acknowledged by 
those with long experience of working on implementing the Convention, either as 
a UNESCO ambassador (Musitelli 2002) or as an 1COMOS evaluator of World 
Heritage nominations (Cleere 2001). 
Nevertheless, the procedures for implementation of the Convention 
continue to evolve. With the decision in 2000 to limit the number of annual 
nominations from any one State, the "somewhat unseemly contest" between 
certain States to secure the greatest number of World Heritage sites has 
diminished (Cleere 2001). Less likely to change is the essential focus of World 
Heritage meetings on national interests rather than universal ideas, despite the 
moves towards greater cultural representativeness referred to above. Eloquent 
in this respect is the experience of attending a session of the World Heritage 
Committee when nominations are approved by the Committee (they are approved 
by acclamation, not by vote). The successful nomination of a site is often greeted 
by a spontaneous outbreak of wild celebration by the members of the national 
delegation present. Does this demonstrate the joy of sharing a universal value 
across the world? Perhaps; but it could just as easily reflect rather a national pride 
in seeing a national property receive the ultimate accolade of World Heritage 
status. 1 suggest that on such occasions feelings of national pride tend to outweigh 
formal expressions of international solidarity. 
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The moves towards recognizing more adequately the diversity of natural 
and cultural sites have also forced issues of ownership by local communities to 
be addressed. An initiative launched in 2000 to create a forum for indigenous 
peoples who inhabit (and sometimes "own") World Heritage sites was rejected as 
a result of opposition from a number of states, after a promising trial phase (under 
the working title of WHIPCOE - the World Heritage Indigenous Peoples Council 
of Experts). But increasingly, as there is greater - and long overdue - attention 
paid to the management of World Heritage sites following their inscription in the 
List, a number of claims have been made for the local ownership of what has been 
globally acclaimed as of universal value (see various papers in UNESCO 2004). 
This is one of the potentially most difficult issues. As a local ownership of sites is 
increasingly acknowledged, it is linked to the responsibility for the adequate system 
of management required for World Heritage-listed properties. The World Heritage 
Committee now recognizes that traditional management systems can qualify as 
part of a protection regime - so long as the relevant State Party approves. Some 
non-urban World Heritage sites do now enjoy substantially local management and 
ownership such as Ururu (Australia), Tongariro (New Zealand), Dambulla (Sri 
Lanka) and Tiwanaku (Bolivia). 
This interaction between national authority and local community as 
regards ownership - and hence management responsibility - is at the heart of 
current debate over heritage sites (see Ndoro 2005 and Lertrit 1997 for examples 
of competing perceptions of ownership). These issues have finally begun to receive 
the attention they deserve and promise to be the dominant ones in the management 
of sites - whether deemed to be of World Heritage status or not - in the coming 
years. 
Conclusions 
This paper considers two concepts - cultural property and universal value -which 
are at the core of much international debate about heritage and which have been 
subject to changing usage as practice has evolved. The first, cultural property, 
was used by UNESCO in its early Conventions in a broad sense and referred to 
both movable and immovable items. Such binary categories (also culture/nature, 
tangible/intangible) are increasingly being questioned as being far from "universal" 
in their relevance to conceptions of heritage, and seem destined eventually to 
become obsolete. So too the term "cultural property" should perhaps, as Prott and 
O'Keefe (1992) recommended, be used only in a legal context. 
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The use of the term "property" to refer to those sites that are inscribed on 
the World Heritage List carries with it implications of ownership (presumptively 
by the State Party that made the nomination, although in certain cases this has 
been challenged by another State Party or by the local community resident at 
the property). At the same time, the goal announced in 1972 of identifying a 
universal value in certain select properties has become a more frequent object 
of critique as the great diversity of cultural traditions is seen as an asset and the 
attractions, or feasibility, of identifying universal values (especially when linked 
to the phenomenon of globalization) are called into question. 
Issues of ownership are coming to the fore in the management of sites 
(not only World Heritage sites even though these achieve a greater prominence 
internationally), and the reference to "properties" tends to stimulate questions as 
to who in fact "owns" the place under discussion. National legislation in the great 
majority of states declare State ownership of archaeological sites along with much 
else of the natural and HISTORIC built environment and historically important 
collections. But as cultural diversity receives greater recognition, the devolution 
of State control to local communities - along with the responsibilities that 
accompany it - is likely only to increase. These trends are destined to undermine 
a number of assumptions in coming years - and the terminology that we use must 
adapt to allow the questions to be posed in suitably neutral terms. 
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WHO OWNS THE PAST? 
CERTAIN RECENT DILEMMAS IN POLAND 
Wojciech W. Kowalski 
University of Silesia, Katowice, Poland 
THE answer to the question "who owns the past?" seems obvious, since every cultural object usually has an owner. But on deeper reflection, certain doubts 
inevitably arise. They are primarily rooted in the general reservations being 
increasingly expressed about the exercise of the right of ownership in the context 
of cultural heritage. Such reservations are likely to become more emphatic in 
specific situations determined by actual historic circumstances. Let us begin with 
the general reservations. 
It would be unviable to analyze the right of ownership pertaining 
to cultural goods without at least a general explanation of the essence of that 
right. In its traditional form, as developed by Roman lawmakers, ownership is 
characterized by a triad of rights: ius possidendi (right of possession), ius utendi, 
fruendi, abutendi (rights of use, profit, destruction) and ius disponendi (right of 
disposition). That triad has retained its currency as a principle, though naturally 
its interpretation has been updated, in bearing with the spirit of the times. For 
example, according to an American author, the set of rights stemming from the 
right of property includes currently the rights of consumption, modification and 
destruction. The full set of these rights include also "possession, use, alienation 
(to give away), consumption, modification, destruction, management, exchange, 
and profit taking." (Christmas 1994: 29). 
It is apparent that such an extreme, absolutist treatment of the right of 
ownership might often be harmful. For this reason, all contemporary legal systems, 
while respecting the Roman tradition, subject ownership to various limitations. 
Thus, the exercise of the above-mentioned rights is today effected exclusively 
within bounds defined by law. In practical terms, the owner can do with his prop-
erty as much - or rather as little - as is not prohibited by law. 
The above restriction finds particular application to objects that belong to 
the sphere of cultural heritage, since the right of their ownership is usually subject 
to far-reaching limitations. An obvious question arises in this context: why should 
cultural goods be treated differently than other objects? 
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The answer lies in the special significance long ascribed to cultural goods, 
which has resulted in their exceptional legal treatment (Kowalski 2002: 17ff.). 
Initially, this was reflected in the granting of special status to such objects as 
shrines, buildings serving science, art and charity, as well as historic monuments 
only in war and during wartime occupation.' Soon, this approach was also 
extended to the time of peace. 
Today, goods of this kind are increasingly recognized as an exceptional 
category of objects, gradually gaining a special status rooted in sui generis 
regulations, which are emerging as an increasingly autonomous law of protection 
of cultural property.2 Its essence lies in the precedence of public interest over 
private interest, or even in the domination of the public weal over the individual 
right of ownership of cultural objects. California State Senator Alan Sieroty was 
quoted in this context, that "works of fine art are more than economic commodities 
and they oftentimes provide our communities with a sense of cohesion and 
history. The public's interest in preserving important artistic creations should be 
promoted and our communities should be able to preserve their heritage when 
it is in jeopardy" (Sax 1999: 24). This trend in the development of the law is 
stimulated by the growing role of cultural heritage in the life of modem societies 
and mounting determination to preserve it for future generations. This task is 
today being emphatically formulated on behalf of the international community 
by governmental organizations and NGOs, as well as numerous legal authorities, 
which recognize the unique, irreplaceable and non-renewable character of the 
respective elements of cultural heritage. 
These traits of cultural goods and the resultant special role of cultural 
heritage have prompted the advancement of even more radical postulates. 
Thus, the current debate is not restricted to the question of building a new and 
autonomous cultural heritage law, but increasingly focuses on the inapplicability 
of property law concepts to the situation of disposers of works of art and other 
components of cultural heritage. American art historian Julius Held - alarmed by 
the lawful destruction of several art objects - was among the first to raise doubts 
of this kind. As examples, he cited the destruction of old family portraits by the 
last surviving member of a family - "so that they wouldn't fall into the wrong 
hands," the scrapping by customs officers of a collection of silvers identified 
as "scrap metal" in a customs declaration, or their destruction of a Tang dynasty 
scroll which they considered pornographic (Held 1963: 27). In the early 1990s, 
the media were electrified by another threat of this kind: Japanese millionaire 
22 INTERPRETING THE PAST 
Ryoei Saito announced his intention to be cremated after his death together with 
costly paintings by Renoir and van Gogh that he had purchased (Saltzmann 1998: 
320; Sax 1999). 
In response to such developments, efforts are underway to find ever better 
ways of protecting cultural heritage, aimed at restricting or completely excluding 
the application of the concept of property, since it implies rights dangerous to 
cultural heritage. Leading experts on the subject, Lyndel Prott and Patrick 
0'K.eefe, emphasize that the concept of ownership is ideologically loaded and the 
related law primarily protects the owner - this stemming from the principle that 
ownership signifies the right to use and dispose. Thus, as they argue, "[i]f this policy 
is carried to its logical conclusion then the owner can be buried with a painting 
that he purchased for millions of dollars but which represents a peak achievement 
of human culture" (Prott and O'Keefe 1992: 309). This is irreconcilable with the 
funda-mental task of the heritage protection law, which Prott and O'Keefe define as 
"protection of the heritage for the enjoyment of present and later generations." 
It would be hard not to endorse these postulates, though the concept of 
ownership will not be easy to abandon. Generally speaking, we are dealing with 
two options. First of all, there is the possibility of developing or even transforming 
the existing legal instruments to find compromise solutions designed to restrict the 
right of ownership in the name of protecting values considered more important in 
a given situation. A good example of such compromise was the formula of transfer 
of development rights to protect historic buildings in Chicago. An acute conflict of 
interest between the protection of heritage located in the most expensive part of a 
great city and the right of land owners to invest was resolved through a departure 
from traditional property and development regulations and the introduction of 
"incentive zoning" (Costonis 1974: 28ff.). The solution was satisfactory to both 
sides: heritage was saved and the owner - unable to invest in its immediate vicinity 
- received compensation in kind, directly in the neighborhood of his property. 
Another US example consists of a restriction of ownership rights through the 
elaboration of permissible ways of utilizing land, as happened with the Gettys-
burg battlefield (Krueckeberg 1995: 30Iff.). Yet another limitation, applied quite 
commonly, are export restrictions. Completely new legal solutions could offer an 
alternative to the regulations currently in place. However, what can substitute for 
the right of ownership of cultural goods? Since the new legal institution should 
indisputably ensure the preservation of heritage for future generations - the 
formulas of deposit or trust seem the most suitable. 
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Already before World War II, the then secretary general of the International 
Museums Office, E. Foundoukidis, referred to the concept of deposit by addressing 
the issue of responsibility of depositaries for preserving cultural goods. He also 
stated on that occasion that there was a need to spread the concept of ownership 
when related to works of art (1939: 9). Soon after the war, similar views about 
the owners of cultural goods were expressed by Francis Taylor, who considered 
them merely temporary custodians. He argued, that "[t]he works of art (...) are 
merely the timeless pieces of currency for which ideas, ideals and aspirations have 
been exchanged for thirty centuries. For this reason they have been treasured, 
often beyond price; they have never been static; like gold coins they have moved 
from one country to another as the economy or cultural stature of each people has 
required. It remains for our generation to decide whether we shall guarantee the 
ebb and flow of these spiritual values, or, whether we, the temporary custodians, 
shall bear the responsibility of debasing the one remaining currency of civilized 
man" (1948: 593). 
More recently, the idea was advanced by J. Beck in his "Bill of Rights 
for a Work of Art", where he postulated the introduction of a concept of "global 
ownership of cultural patrimony with owners performing a custodial role on the 
public's behalf' (quoted in Bush 1996: 283). Some collectors also appear to be 
embracing that idea. For example, Barbara and Lawrence Fleischman, during 
the opening of an exhibition of their antiquities collection at the J. Paul Getty 
Museum in Malibu, described themselves as merely temporary custodians of their 
art works. The sense of this statement was expounded in the exhibition catalog: 
"Since most of their objects have already survived two millennia or more, they 
are determined that these pieces will be passed on, (...) and in the best possible 
condition, in the endless chain of preservation" (True and Kozloff 1994: 6). 
An example of Polish practice in this sphere is the legal status of the 
museums established by the Czartoryski family in Goluchów and Krakow. In 
the foreword to the rules of the Goluchow estate, its founder thus explained her 
intentions: "I have placed at Goluchow castle in Pleszew county a collection of 
works of art of different kinds that I had accumulated over many years. It is my wish 
that these works of art not become dispersed and that the collection be preserved 
in whole forever. 1 expect that the collection will benefit the public, evoking and 
enhancing the love of art and appreciation of beauty; inspection of the collection 
is to be made available to all seeking an auxiliary source for scholarly and artistic 
studies." Similarly, article 7 of the Sieniawa estate rules prohibited the disposal 
of objects collected at the Czartoryski Museum in Krakow; in the event of the ban 
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being broken by a future heir to the estate, his successor was obliged to buy back 
any work removed from the collection.8 
The quoted estate rules can only be interpreted as self-limitation 
of the museum founders' ownership of the collected works. And it is a far-
reaching restriction, in effect transforming the collections into mortmain and 
imposing obligations on future heirs. Thus, we are dealing with an unequivocal 
subordination of private ownership to public interest. What's more, the move was 
fully premeditated, as indicated by one of the further articles of the estate rules: 
"The afore-mentioned collections, named Museum of the Dukes Czartoryski ... 
are to be preserved and maintained by all future Heirs", while "the Museum is 
to be arranged so that while it retains the character of private property, it is ac-
cessible to the public and available for scholarly studies". 
Considering the above, we may be at the beginning of a road leading to 
the abandonment of the institution of the right of ownership with regard to cultural 
heritage. It might be replaced by a new legal institution, constituting a modified 
version of deposit or trust, whose fundamental component would consist in the 
most scrupulous possible preservation of that heritage and its transfer to future 
generations. 
The evolution of such new principles will naturally require much time. 
Currently, the right of ownership does not apply equally to all goods, and in the 
case of cultural goods is commonly subject to numerous restrictions. In many 
instances they are so rigid that it hard to recognize the right of ownership in 
the relevant regulations. This phenomenon is currently treated as a positive and 
natural evolution of the traditional legal instruments, which must cope with new 
tasks assigned to them in our time. The precedence of public interest over private 
interest could hardly evoke any doubts in the social sphere, so sensitive to cultural 
heritage which today plays many functions, such as the building of national 
identity, stimulation of tourist revenues and on occasion, a surprisingly prominent 
role in foreign policy. Obviously, it is not the point here to introduce any extreme 
solutions, such as nationalization, or expropriation without compensation, but to 
arrive at an optimum balance of interests, with a clear indication of the primacy of 
public interest over private interest. 
As regards the Polish dilemmas mentioned in the title, it should be pointed 
out that the indicated changes and reassessments in the understanding of the right 
of ownership as related to cultural heritage have particular significance in Poland, 
whose material legacy - due to numerous historic upheavals - is quite modest as 
compared with the cultural heritage of some other European states. 
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Due to the loss of Polish statehood and constant struggle for its restoration 
from the end of the 18th century till World War 1, cultural heritage played a special 
role in preserving national awareness. It had a similar function during World War 
II and throughout the subsequent period of totalitarianism. For that reason there 
is a strong conviction in Poland as to the special functions of cultural heritage, 
further reinforced by a strong realization of the enormity of the losses suffered 
during the two wars. 
In this context two problems deserve attention - and both have been the 
subject of an emotional public debate for a number of years. First, the matter of 
restitution of palaces and manor houses: in 1939 there were some 22 thousand of 
them, practically all retaining, although to various degree, their historic furnishings. 
As a result of the war, occupation and the post-war political transformations, at 
present there are only about ten palaces with their historic furnishings.9 Restitution 
claims have been made to practically all of them. Since the claimants, if successful, 
would hardy be in a position to cope with the cost of their maintenance, it can be 
predicted that their collections would become dispersed and irretrievably lost to 
the national heritage. Therefore, when one compares the twenty thousand plus 
objects in 1939 and the ten at present - the question arises: should restitution be the 
chosen solution, or should public interest be taken into account and the buildings 
preserved as museums for the enjoyment of the public? One option would be 
to retain them, while providing due compensation to the owners. But then, who 
would compensate the former owners of all the other palaces and collections that 
no longer exist? After all, equality before the law would make it imperative to 
treat all owners equally. The same question could apply to other cultural goods, 
such as museum objects secured in museums after the war, accounting for up to 
ninety per cent of the gap in public collections caused by wartime destruction or 
plunder.10 
Another example of current dilemmas is the issue of restitution claims 
addressed to the KL Auschwitz Museum. This usually concerns moveable objects, 
such as suitcases, which were confiscated from the prisoners before they were 
killed in gas chambers. Some 2000 suitcases have been preserved at the museum 
along with other objects looted from the prisoners, such as shoes, garments, wigs, 
eyeglasses, which comprise a highly evocative part of the shocking exposition 
commemorating the victims of the Holocaust. Since many of these objects have 
the original labels with the names of their robbed and murdered owners, it happens 
occasionally that they are claimed by heirs. The collection as a whole - together 
with the buildings of the former camp - is a monument to one of the most horrific 
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instances of genocide, and as such has been included in the World Heritage List. 
Taking that into account, should we retain the objects - or consider their return in 
the event of restitution claims? 
Endnotes 
1 Compare, for example, regulation referring to occupation: "The property of 
municipalities, that of institutions dedicated to religion, charity and education, 
the arts and sciences, even when the State's property, shall be treated as private 
property. All seizure, destruction of, or wilful damage to, institutions of this 
character, historic monuments, works of art or science, is forbidden, and should be 
made the subject of legal proceedings". Article 56 of 1907 Hague Regulation on 
the Laws and Customs of War on Land, attached to the IV Convention Concerning 
the Laws and Customs of War on Land. LIV L.N.T.S. 437, LXXII L.N.T.S. 458, 
CLX L.N.T.S. 456. 
2 "The justification for establishing a separate estate or class of property is the 
recognition that the class requires its own code or corpus of law by reason both 
of its distinctive nature and of the inadequacy of the law as it exists in respect of 
other types of property." (Crewdson 1984: 126). 
3 According, for example, to Merryman, the source of public interest is first of 
all the expressive values related to politics and religion along with the utility 
of cultural property. The first of the above is composed of truth and certainty, 
morality, memory, survival, pathos, identity and community. Utility encompasses 
information, pleasure and potential to enrich life, wealth and economic value. 
(Merry-manl989: 345ff. 
4 Declaration on the Responsibilities of the Present Generations Towards Future 
Generations. In: UNESCO. Records of the General Conference, 29th Session, 
1997. Resolutions, Vol. I, UNESCO, Paris 1998: 71 et seq. See also, Brown Weiss 
E. 1989: 128ff). 
5 "Not only does it imply an obligation by states to protect one another's national 
cultural heritages, as a part of the cultural heritage of mankind, but also justify the 
establishment of a concrete international cultural heritage, a new sort of property, 
owned by the international community as such, administered by an international 
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agency (e.g. UNESCO) and made available to all persons for them to enjoy." 
(Williams 1978:201). 
6 According to them, the cultural heritage law should be a "coherent system of law 
applying to all cultural manifestations; a system of law which will take account of 
the peculiar nature and requirements of those manifestations arising from the need 
to protect them." (Prott and O'Keefe 1992: 312). 
7 Statut Ordynacji Rodziny Ksi^z^t Czartoryskich na Goluchowie (1983). Archive 
of Museum in Goluchów. 
8 Article Vll, Ustawa z dnia 16 stycznia 1897 o ustanowieniu powierznictwa 
familijnego k s i ^ t Czartoryskich. Dziennik ustaw panstwa dia królestw i krajów 
w Radzie panstwa reprezentowanych 1897, cz^sc (nr) X1I1, nr (poz). 41. 
9 For more information on this subject see, Kowalski W.W. 1995 The Protection of 
historic Buildings and Their Artistic Contents Against Crime and Willful Damage. 
The Situation in Central and Eastern Europe. In: The Protection of Historic 
Buildings and their Artistic Contents Against Willful Damage. Strasbourg. 
10 For more information on this issue see, Kowalski W.W. 1996, Current Problems 
of Restitution and Repatriation of Works of Art - The Polish Experience. In: The 
Legal Aspects of International Trade in Art. Paris; Kowalski W. W. 1997, World 
War II Cultural Losses of Poland: A Historical Issue or Still a "Hot" Political and 
Legal Topic? In: The Spoils of War. World War II and Its Aftermath: The Loss, 
Reappearance, and Recovery of Cultural Property. New York 1997; Kowalski 
W.W., 2001, Machinery of Nazi Art Looting. The Nazi Law on the Confiscation 
of Cultural Property in Poland. In: Remembering for the Future: The Holocaust in 
an Age of Genocide. Houndmill. 
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ANGKOR WAT, MONKS AND ZEMP: 
ISSUES OF OWNERSHIP ON A WORLD 
HERITAGE SITE 
Britt Baillie 
University of Cambridge, UK 
THIS case-study explores the issue of ownership and its legal and economic implications in the contested landscape of Angkor Wat. Angkor Wat is a 
living sacred site at the centre of a World Heritage Site. This study examines 
the relationship between the religious community at Angkor Wat and heritage 
management over the last hundred years. Heritage management has stemmed from 
a western ideal of preserving "dead" sites. This approach was grafted by French 
colonialists onto Angkor Wat in 1907, without taking into account the spiritual 
value of the site. Cambodia subsequently suffered nearly two decades of civil 
strife (1970-1989), during which time the religious community was particularly 
hard-hit and the monuments suffered neglect. The 1990s saw a revival of Angkor 
Wat and its spiritual community. Yet, the agenda for conserving the site continues 
to be set from a western approach which contributes to the spiritual degradation, 
commercialization, fetishization and commodification of Angkor Wat. Heritage 
managers at Angkor have overcome considerable difficulties caused by the war 
to safeguard monumental heritage, ensuring that the site has been removed from 
the "World Heritage in Danger List", yet the spiritual heritage continues to be at 
risk. This case study explores how the "ownership" of Angkor Wat by heritage 
managers is converting it from a spiritual site into a mystified icon of culture; and 
how the site's other "owners" react to this conversion. 
I have a destiny to be like an owner of Angkor. . . maybe I was one of the 
builders of Angkor in my past life. People around here want to look after 
the statues or to live here, but they cannot. [. . .J 1 have no relationship with 
APS ARA. 1 used to give them money. 
Nun/statue guardian 4. (Prakan statues), south pagoda (Baillie 2005:10). 
To the Khmer, Cambodia is Angkor, and their Angkorian heritage is the 
future, the present and the past (Stark and Griffin 2004:117). The Khmer term 
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petekaphoan (heritage) is derived from the Pali words for "paternal" and for 
"property"; in this it echoes the English, where heritage shares the same root as 
"inherit" and the first meaning of "inherit" refers to physical possessions passing 
from parent to child. The sacred language combined with the concept of property 
epitomizes the Cambodian perception of heritage - a fusion of the spiritual and 
the physical. 
Protection of the petekaphoan of Angkor Wat resided in the hands of 
the sangha (monastic community) until 1907 when the French assumed control. 
The subsequent management was centred on a "western" model derived from a 
desire to protect exotic, "dead" monuments and to re-create this imagined ideal 
at Angkor Wat. This strategy restricted and marginalized the role of the living 
monastic community and increasingly secularized the site. 
Despite the rhetoric, this situation has continued to deteriorate, as early 
heritage management decisions reverberate in today's Angkor. UNESCO and the 
Autorité Pour la Protection du Site et lAménagament de la Region dAngkor 
(APSARA), have sustained the prioritization of monumental heritage over 
spirituality, in line with UNESCO's prescribed heritage management model: 
the Zoning and Environmental Master Plan (ZEMP). Although UNESCO has 
introduced the concept of "living heritage" at Angkor, the term has not been 
clearly defined and has only tenuously been integrated into ZEMP. At Angkor Wat 
we have two groups of "owners": APSARA and the sangha: each values the place 
in a way which makes sense in its own cultural context, but not much is shared 
between them and neither finds the other intuitively easy to understand. This paper 
is based on a series of interviews conducted with heritage managers and members 
of the monastic community in 2005. 
Situated in northwest Cambodia, Angkor Wat (meaning "holy city 
monastery") is nested within a wider sacred landscape of 70 temples, making 
a World Heritage site of 402 sq. km. Arguably one of the most famous sites in 
South-East Asia, Angkor Wat is listed by the Guinness Book of Records as the 
largest stone religious structure in the world. Built at the height of the Angkorian 
Empire in the 12th century, Angkor Wat originally served as a Vishnuite temple 
and a tomb for Suyavarman II. Shortly after its construction it was converted into 
a Buddhist monastery. Although the Angkorian Empire was defeated by the Thais 
in 1431, Angkor Wat has remained an important spiritual site under the care and 
protection of the sangha. 
Like a Russian doll set, Angkor Wat consists of a series of courtyards which 
envelop and protect the inner tower. The central temple, the wats (pagodas) which 
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flank it and the neak ta (land/ancestor spirits) which guard its four main entrances 
combine to create a single spiritual site. An estimated 1.2 million annual visitors 
(including local and foreign visitors as well as religious pilgrims) make Angkor 
Wat today one of the most important sacred sites in Cambodia (International 
Organization for Standardization 2005). 
Introducing Heritage Management 
In 1863 Cambodia became a French protectorate. The French conceived of 
themselves as the saviors and inheritors of Angkor and falsely blamed Buddhism 
for the Angkorian Empire's downfall. In 1908, the Ecole Frangaise d'Extrème 
Or/enf (EFEO) set up the Conservation cTA/^ror prioritizing the Indie "dead" 
traditions over the living Buddhist ones. In 1910 the EFEO removed the sangha 
from the Terrace of Honor (the area in front of the main temple) into new pagodas 
constructed on either side of Angkor Wat to "beautify" the area. The monks were 
now literally marginalized; and their connection and ownership of the central 
monument was physically severed. 
In 1925 the French colonial officials established Pare d'Angkor and 
archaeologists officially replaced the sangha as the new "owners" of the area. The 
subsequent removal of surrounding villages by EFEO in the 1960s disrupted the 
bond between the co-dependent monks and laity. Under the French, Angkor Wat 
became a commodified and secularized object used to market watches, wallets 
and refrigerators. The area was reorganized for tourists and converted into a 
playground for European travellers. Although Cambodia became independent 
in 1954 - deriving its new nationalism from an Angkorian heritage - the EFEO 
maintained control and effective ownership of the site. 
The heritage of part of the human race, has for all practieal purposes 
been appropriated by an alien system which is sufficiently powerful and 
sufficiently rich to afford an intellectual rareeshow. And it is humiliating for 
those who after all are the rightful heirs to this inheritance to have to depend 
on it (Groslier 1970:116). 
The UN Arrives -"the Creation of a New Place" 
Cambodia re-emerged in 1991 as a war-torn and impoverished country after the 
brutal reign of the Khmer Rouge and the subsequent Vietnamese occupation. 
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During the turmoil the wats at Angkor were destroyed and many of the monks 
killed or forced to abandon their religious function and evacuate the area. The 
centuries old bond between religion and place had been temporarily severed. After 
the war Angkor Wat rose, as a symbol of the restoration of Buddhist faith and 
became the country's greatest hope for economic regeneration. 
We had no more monks and no religious services. [...] The Khmer Rouge 
had taken away everything that held our culture together. NGOR HAING, 
refugee, 1987 (Ledgerwood et al. 1994:1). 
As a result of the change in the political situation, Angkor was provisionally added 
to UNESCO's World Heritage list in 1992. The first priorities of UNESCO were 
to safeguard the monuments from looting, clear the area of landmines, and raise 
funds for the conservation effort. Fund-raising initiatives were highly successful, 
with over 30 countries currently working in the area and over US$ 50 million spent 
on Angkor by 2003 (UNESCOPRESS 2003). The majority of this aid has been 
spent on the restoration of ancient monuments and the development of tourism. 
Virtually none has gone to the aid of the sangha who traditionally inhabited and 
maintained these sites. Decisions which APSARA subsequently implemented 
have made the revival of the sangha increasingly difficult. 
Now there are a number of people that work for the Conservation d'Angkor 
and APSARA that are taking care of the building. Now what is left is only an 
empty building, there is no more Buddha in some of the Buddha. 
Monk 12, south pagoda (Baillie 2005:50). 
The International Coordination Committee (ICC) created ZEMP - without the 
active participation of a single religious expert - to combat the pressures of 
modernization: increases in population, development encroachments and over-
exploitation of the natural environment of Angkor. ZEMP was designed to limit 
destructive activities within five prescribed zones. Based on this scheme "The 
Royal Decree on Zoning in the Siem Reap/Angkor Region" was ratified in 1994, 
providing the legal basis for heritage management at Angkor (Norodom 1994). A 
subsequent decree established APSARA as the primary vehicle for implementation 
(Norodom 1995). 
Essentially, ZEMP was a replication oï Pare d'Angkor rQmïoïcmg not 
only the boundaries created in 1925 but also past attitudes and approaches towards 
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Angkor's spiritual heritage. Through ZEMP, the dominant archaeological discourse 
was represented spatially, thereby disguising and marginalizing alternative values 
and practices. The ICC's authority eclipsed existing legislation to implement 
ZEMP, removing the protection that the wats previously enjoyed as communally 
owned areas. The "protected cultural landscape" zone, intended to cover an area 
"illustrative of the [...] spiritual relationship" to Angkor does not include the 
sangha at Angkor Wat (Ang et al. 1996:59). Here the temple complex is valued 
for its monuments, not for its people or traditions. 
We cannot work together[APSARA and the monks], we always argue [...]we 
argue about the monks who want to go into the temple. [..JThere is no solution! 
[.. JThe monks have no right to say what they want to say. [...JThey have to treat 
it like it was before, where the monks live here and the people are allowed to 
come in. [.. JThe monks play an important role. [...]Angkor is spiritually alive. 
Monk 14, northern pagoda (Baillie 2005:52). 
Managing a World Heritage site on the scale of Angkor in a post-conflict jungle 
environment with a growing population of over 80,000 people could hardly be 
anything other than challenging. Add to this problem mines, guerrilla insurgency, 
looting, wide-scale land grabbing, political instability, an inadequate budget, a 
climate of lawlessness, a lack of existing legislation, a lack of experienced staff 
and economic pressure for development and mass tourism - and one begins 
to grasp the scale of the task laid before APSARA. Faced with this seemingly 
insurmountable charge, it is natural that APSARA would follow ICC advice and 
the ZEMP plan. APSARA have not been in the position both to make conservation 
"work" and change the model. Although ZEMP plays lip service to notions of 
preserving intangible heritage, in practice, the macro scale at which the plan was 
conceived does not adequately take into account the role of the sangha at Angkor 
Wat, even though their connection to the monument is nearly as old as the temple 
itself. 
Right to Remain? 
It might be difficult to move the two pagodas... they have been there for a very 
long time... if the monks decide to move, it's OK! But is difficult for us to 
force... if the monks decide to move, we will help them [to move but] it is up to 
the monks. TEPHENN, Deputy Director of APSARA (Baillie 2005:55). 
34 INTERPRETING THE PAST 
The loss of ownership rights of the sangha was particularly poignant in 2002 
when APSARA proposed the destruction of 11 monasteries in Angkor as a part 
of their crackdown on "illegal building" (Muira 2004:169). The monasteries were 
described as "eyesores" a "security hazard to the temples" and a "threat to foreign 
tourists" (see Winters 2003:182). Although this removal did not ultimately take 
place, the manner in which this issue was dealt with severely undermined the trust 
between the sangha and APSARA. 
Building 
/ had been living here for ten years. [...]! clean the temple to help me 
make merit in the next life [in 2004] when I wanted to rebuild [my house], 
APSARA authority came to stop me. [...]!had to sleep in the open air for five 
days [...]so the monks helped me to build my house at night. [...]After they 
[APSARA] forbade me... I was afraid that APSARA would blame [me] and 
dismantle [my house]. Nun 8, south pagoda (Baillie 2005:57). 
By law, APSARA is required to "show regard" for the sangha and maintain the 
old pagodas, yet they are supposed to "discourage any activity affecting the 
surface of the ground [and] any existing illegal building may be destroyed without 
compensation at the expense of the violator" (Norodom 1995). Restoration of the 
pagodas and the monks and nuns dwellings has always been the responsibility 
of the sangha which is by nature a fluctuating conglomerate. The disallowance 
of repairs to the monasteries without prior permission from APSARA - which is 
not easy to obtain - means the structures deteriorate. This deterioration is seen by 
locals to mean that the monastery has an exhausted spiritual "store of merit", which 
in turn leads to fewer essential donations by the population, thereby depleting the 
economy of the sangha. 
Villagers from the area are the primary chom nous cheung waf (supporters 
of the wats) of Angkor Wat. The construction of chedis (funerary monuments) 
helps to maintain the links between local families and the sangha. The restrictions 
on constructing chedis are weakening both of these ties. The introduction of the 
restrictions on harvesting natural products in the park in April 2000 severely 
affected the local people, making traditional building materials more expensive to 
acquire. As the monastic community is dependent on the laity and their material 
resources, this ban had a significant impact on the income of the wats. 
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The [size of the] Buddhist community around the site has decreased, now 
they are going to [...Jthe Buddhist monasteries where they can build their 
stupas [chedis] There used to be around 50 and now there are only around ten 
[devotees] who come for the dharma on the full moon. 
Monk 12 north pagoda (Baillie 2005:58). 
Economy and Food 
The daily reciprocal interactions between the monks and the villagers help to 
maintain social cohesion and morality in the Angkor Park region. Yet externally 
imposed restrictions not only discourage the local ownership of place and sense 
of belonging, but undennine the very values of the place (Muira 2004:213). In 
1991, the government again removed the people from the villages around Angkor 
Wat. Many former villagers now find it difficult to finance their travel to and 
worship at Angkor Wat. In 2001 APSARA enforced a ban on motorized vehicles 
within the temple areas leading to a further reduction in worship at the wats, and 
the food donations that the monks depend upon for their survival ceased to arrive. 
In response, the monks demonstrated and had this restriction removed, yet the 
incident has done nothing to improve the relationship between the two sides. 
APSARA authority [did] not allow the local people to come to hold 
ceremonies here IfAPASARA not allow [them in], we would open the gates 
for the people. [... ]APSARA authority treats [us] like the Pol Pot regime 
[did]. APSARA authority follows [in] the footsteps of the Khmer Rouge, 
they want to starve the monks [by not allowing the alms to come in]. 
Monk 20, (former Khmer Rouge prisoner), south pagoda (Baillie 2005:61). 
Ceremonial Role 
There have been a lot of ceremonies that we used to do inside the compound 
[...]like new years, they [pilgrims] invited the monks to chant and pray and 
have food up there [in the temple...] but now it [the temple] is just for tourist. 
[...]On a [different] day there were two monks that were trying to go up but 
the got [into a] fight, they [APSARA guards] said 'why do you want to go 
to the top you can look from the outside.'[...] They wanted to go up there so 
they could sit and learn the dharma like before. 
Monk 12 north pagoda (Baillie 2005:67). 
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Having the right to hold ceremonies is the cornerstone of the existence of the wats 
at Angkor. Previously, monks were able to hold ceremonies at their own discretion, 
both within the temple and in the pagodas and monks frequently meditated at the 
temple's main shrines. APSARA now holds the sole right to determine whether or 
not ceremonies should be held within the main temple. It does not allow monks 
or nuns to meditate at key locations and has closed the central temple at night for 
fear of looting and injury to tourists. Furthermore, due to pressure from APSARA, 
the Ministry of Religion has limited the right of sangha at Angkor Wat to hold 
ordination ceremonies - meaning that the number of monks is slowly dwindling 
without the ability of the sangha to take on novices to replace them. 
Tourism 
In 2004, Angkor attracted 600,000 foreign tourists - 100 times more than 10 years 
earlier - earning Sokimex (the company responsible for ticketing) in excess of 
12,000,000 US$ of which the local community and sangha receive little direct 
economic benefit (International Organization for Standardization 2005). Tourism 
can be a powerful tool towards achieving sustainable development. However, 
it also threatens the sacred heritage of the area. Tourists are not made aware of 
the continuing spiritual importance of the site, and therefore frequently violate 
religious rules such as touching monks or wearing inappropriate clothing in the 
temples. 
Along with the foreign visitors, it is estimated that nearly twice as many 
Khmer nationals visit the temple annually, including pilgrims. Therefore the 
combination of tourism and pilgrimage both fortifies and weakens the religious 
importance of the site. APSARA claims to be working closely with religious 
authorities at all levels to protect and promote "genuine" religious practices. 
However, the perceived threat of forced removal as well as other restrictions 
implemented by APSARA has made the sangha and local community generally 
mistrustful of the organization. 
Conclusion 
Ten years have now passed since the implementation of ZEMP under APSARA's 
guidance. The experience of putting it into action now allows heritage managers 
the opportunity to assess what alterations and amendments can be made to make 
it viable for the next ten years. It is clear that management of Angkor has been 
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successful in promoting tourism to the area and in stabilising the monumental 
heritage. However, this has unfortunately been at the expense of the monastic 
community who are the sacred guardians of this important spiritual site. It is 
essential to the holistic management of Angkor that in the future, heritage managers 
re-establish trust and work with the sangha to ensure the preservation of the sacred 
heritage of Angkor Wat. This must be achieved through the recognition and re-
establishment of the sangha as acknowledged spiritual guardians (if not owners) of 
the site with future amendments of ZEMP being drawn from an understanding of 
the sangha's economic and spiritual needs. Perhaps the time has come to abandon 
"archaeological heritage management" at Angkor and replace it with petekaphoan 
management. 
The era has long past where heritage sciences served to give museum status 
to the vestiges ofAngkor[...]Itis time for a renaissance of Angkor. 
KOICHIRO MATSUURA, UNESCO Director General (Matsuura 2002:7). 
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CAIRO'S ARCHITECTURAL HERITAGE: 
HERITAGE MANAGEMENT IN THE CONTEXT 
OFAMEGACITY 
Sigrid Van Roode 
Past2Present-ArcheoLogic, The Netherlands 
IN the late nineteenth century, a new quarter in European style was added to Egypt's capital. A variety of architectural styles can still be seen there, such 
as Art Deco, Jugendstil, Roccoco and Baroque. In contrast to many cities in the 
Middle East, Cairo's European quarter was built largely on virgin soil. Whereas 
in many cities the process of "Hausmannization" took place by demolishing large 
parts of earlier, medieval quarters, in Cairo the medieval quarter was mainly left 
intact and the new quarter was laid out from scratch at another location. During 
the Revolution of 1952, many of its buildings were burnt to the ground and even 
though the surviving architecture has suffered continuous deterioration over the 
past five decades, it still offers many interesting aspects. 
This built heritage of the relatively recent past is slowly being recognized 
as important heritage in its own right. National and international heritage 
professionals are not only focusing on managing Cairo's medieval built heritage, 
but gradually widening their view. This paper will examine the possibilities for 
the formulation of an integrated management strategy for this type of heritage in 
a megacity. 
The research area 
The research area for this study is located in Downtown Cairo, Bwist el-balad in 
Arabic, and encompasses the triangle between the squares Ramsis, Gumhuriyya 
and Tahrir. Obviously, this is not the only location where built architectural heritage 
from the turn of the last century can be found. However, the current research is 
mainly restricted to this area for two main reasons. First, this is the heart of the 
modem city as envisaged by its instigator and patron, Khedive Ismail. Second, the 
area is particularly illustrative of the problems encountered in a megacity. Traffic 
is dense, air pollution high, and the streets are crowded with people with varying 
relationships to this part of town. 
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Historic overview 
During the 19th century, Egypt became more and more oriented towards Europe. 
This culminated in the construction of a completely new quarter in European style 
by Khedive Ismail. It was called Ismailia, after its founder. The recurring story that 
this quarter was built especially for the opening of the Suez Canal is partly a myth. 
Khedive Ismail's father, Ibrahim Pasha, had already begun an ambitious project 
to turn the then-swampy area into solid building ground by diverting the course 
of the Nile through means of various canals. After visiting the World Fair in Paris 
in 1867, Ismail wished to model his new city after the examples he had seen in 
Europe. The Suez Canal ceremony would be a perfect showcase for Egypt's new, 
"modenTattitude, and the construction of an entire new quarter was carried out 
under heavy time pressure. 
Figure 1. Looking up the center of Cairo 
When the Suez Canal opening ceremonies were finally held in November 1869, 
Cairo boasted an elegant new quarter in which its guests would feel at home. The 
quarter was laid out according to contemporary European urban planning. Broad 
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avenues intersected at spacious star-shaped squares or etoilesmó series of riverside 
palaces provided fitting accommodation for the most distinguished guests, in the 
years that followed, more and more buildings were added, lending Cairo a unique 
skyline composed of a wide variety of architectural styles. Foreign entrepreneurs 
and their businesses settled in Cairo, causing it to be a truly cosmopolitan city. 
Western Architecture in an Islamic city: a Clash of Cultures 
and Values 
All of this could not be farther from the traditional Middle-Eastern city that Cairo 
hitherto had been. In constructing a completely European-style quarter, not only 
did new architectural styles find their way to the city, but western values clashed 
with those of the Middle East. This was literally demonstrated in the demolition of 
parts of Cairo's medieval quarters in order to link the Citadel to the new quarter by 
means of wide avenues. The layout of the new quarter was completely alien to the 
traditional city, not only in shape, but also in its very nature. The balance between 
public space and private domain was radically shifted. In the Muslim community 
of Cairo, the need for public space was limited, whereas the private domain was 
the most important part of the fabric of society. The doors in narrow, winding 
streets led to the spacious courtyards of the private houses, where guests would 
be received and the family lived. In Ismailia, large squares were incorporated in 
which people could meet in public, while the size of a private house was now 
adapted to family life only. 
Ismailia also created the invisible boundaries present within any city, 
causing the spatial distribution of people. This typical urban phenomenon is 
not static, but shifts according to changes in preferences and fashion. What is 
known as a less desirable quarter in one period can be the place to be in another. 
Sometimes, this shift in spatial distribution is stimulated by the construction of 
a new part of town, but equally often it occurs simply because certain groups 
of people slowly relocate themselves, leaving urban fabric to follow in the 
footsteps of demographical change. In Cairo, the existence of Ismailia led to a 
strong gentrification since Ismailia was rooted in western values and customs and 
associated with British rule. It stood in sharp contrast to the traditional city. 
Alongside gentrification issues, economic developments led to a spiral of 
events that finally resulted in the Revolution. The construction of the new quarter 
- along with other modernizing measures and investments - eventually led to 
Egypt's bankruptcy. Egypt was forced to sell its majority shares in the Suez Canal 
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Company to the British, and in doing so the British gained effective control over 
Egypt. It was only decades later, on January 26th 1952, that Egypt took matters in 
its own hands again. 
After the Revolution, Soviet-inspired concrete building blocks were 
erected, palaces destroyed, villas reassigned to overcrowded schools, and poorly-
maintained apartment buildings were left to buckle under the consequences of 
rent control, an instrument that prohibited owners from increasing the rent and 
discouraged them from investing in even basic maintenance. As a result of 
decades of neglect, these buildings have become a hazard for the population. The 
buildings one encounters today are far removed from their original beauty and 
elegance. In fact, the research area of this study has often been referred to by 
Cairoplanners as the "Terrible Triangle." Ramsis and Tahrir squares are former 
etoiles gone supernova; the streets are congested with traffic and the remaining 
buildings are sorely neglected. In the urban context of Cairo, this heritage poses 
some interesting challenges. 
Heritage Challenges 
Within just a few years, it is estimated that the main part of the world population 
will live in cities. A relatively low percentage of those urban areas are so-called 
megacities: cities with over 10 million inhabitants. In Africa, urban growth is 
the most rapid with an average of 5% per year. In 1937, Cairo was inhabited 
by a little over 1 million people. Today, Cairo, with an estimate of 18 million 
inhabitants, is the largest city on the continent and in the Middle East. This shift 
in population from rural areas to the city and the expanding of existing cities has 
serious implications for the urban relation to its surroundings. The megacity needs 
immense resources of food and water, and on a more structural level, concrete for 
building and economic possibilities for its inhabitants. The steadily increasing 
population density requires different approaches to, for example, water and waste 
management, traffic flow, housing, education and employment. This increasing 
pressure on the city has its effects on architecture as well. The architecture of 
a city forms its visible backbone; all of the above factors either affect it or take 
place in and between it. Architectural heritage management in a megacity needs 
therefore to be studied in relation to other factors and can simply not be seen as an 
individual activity. The heritage challenge in Cairo consists of two main subjects: 
urban challenges and socio-historical challenges. These will be addressed below. 
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Urban challenges. One of the factors bearing a strong relation to the condition 
of architectural heritage in Cairo is the city's infrastructure. Four main categories 
are dependent upon that infrastructure: water supply, sewage disposal, waste 
management and traffic flow. The first three affect the architecture from the inside 
out; the fourth affects it from the outside in. Leaking pipelines allow water to seep 
in the walls and foundations of buildings, undermining their structural integrity. 
The water is polluted, either with waste residue or chemicals. To what extent this 
slow and silent process has affected the architecture needs to be investigated. Solid 
waste is often piled up in the interior courtyard of square building blocks. Garbage 
bags are simply thrown out of the kitchen window and left to rot, meanwhile 
attracting rats and other pests. Cairo does have an inventive recycling system for 
its solid waste. Waste is collected daily, sorted and if possible reused by as many as 
40,000 people and approximately 200 small factories. This microsystem functions 
remarkably well and reduces the existence of large garbage dumps outside the 
city. However, the garbage collectors cannot collect all the solid waste the city 
produces, especially not when it is carelessly thrown away beyond their reach. 
From the outside, the edifices are being threatened by air pollution. The 
air pollution in Cairo reaches levels 10 to 100 times higher than the World Health 
Organization's standards. The pollution consists mainly of lead, sulfur dioxide, 
carbon dioxide and nitrogen dioxide, caused by emissions of vehicles, industry and 
Figure 2. Architectural elements suffer the consequences of pollution 
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trash burning. The deposition of acids on the architectural heritage has a dramatic 
effect on the condition of the buildings. The traffic density in the research area is 
very high. Roadway fly-overs have been constructed to alleviate traffic pressure 
on the main arteries, but have resulted only in two levels of heavy traffic with 
unregulated exhausts just a few metres away from the facades of buildings. The 
urban problems caused by Cairo's infrastructure do not only pose a serious health 
risk, but are also instrumental in the decay of the city's architectural heritage. 
Socio-historical challenges. Cairo's recent architectural heritage is closely 
related to Egypt's relation with the West. It was erected in an era when "western" 
was synonymous with "modem," destroyed in a time when Egypt reclaimed its 
own identity, and is now in need of care at a time when the balance between the 
West and the Middle East is topic of discussion. Egypt as a nation does not need 
to be reminded of its colonial past, yet these edifices are larger-than-life reminders 
of that era. What are the consequences for this heritage? In this particular case, 
heritage management and politics are closely interwoven. 
The research area played an important part in the gentrification process 
during the British occupation. From the moment it was laid out on the drawing 
board, it provided a tear in the social fabric of Cairo. The new, western quarter 
helped create new, invisible borders in the city. During the presentation of this 
case-study at the colloquium, it was stressed that possible gentrification in an 
attempt to restore this area needs to be closely monitored. Another interesting, 
related factor at work is the ongoing fragmentation of society itself. As a result 
of globalization, current developments and politics in the region, the population 
is splitting apart into smaller groups that identify themselves with, for example, 
various religious beliefs. Heritage can play a crucial role in that social process. Is 
heritage viewed as a binding factor, or does it enhance the ongoing fragmentation? 
The points of view of the various stakeholders need to be analyzed in detail. 
Aims of the Current Project 
Who determines what of this heritage is important and what is not, in light of other 
choices that inevitably have to be made? How can politics, heritage, and present 
city needs be integrated into a functional and acceptable heritage policy? These 
are a few of the questions the project will address. 
VAN ROODE, CAIRO'S ARCHITECTURAL HERITAGE 45 
The first stage of the project is comprised of a research stakeholder analysis. 
What research has already been carried out in the field of both architectural heritage 
management and urban improvement, in both Egypt, the Middle East and the rest 
of the world? In urban improvement projects, heritage management can play an 
important role if integrated in an early stage of such a project. Heritage can be of 
outstanding use in urban improvement, not only as a tool to visually enhance its 
surroundings, but as a structural contribution as well. In the research stakeholder 
analysis will be investigated if, how and when heritage management has been in 
integrated in urban development projects, and if not, how it should or could have 
added to the results. 
The next stage will be an extensive stakeholder analysis, encompassing 
the views of inhabitants, visitors, decision-makers on the heritage, as well as their 
views of themselves, each other and the various parts they play in the usage of this 
heritage. It will be of great importance to examine the opinions and sentiments 
of the various stakeholders towards this heritage and this quarter of town. On a 
wider level, it will be necessary to include viewpoints on Cairo and Egypt as well 
in order to place this heritage and its stakeholders in a larger perspective. 
Furthermore, research into the degradation processes that affect the 
architecture will be carried out along with an inventory of its current condition. 
Figure 3. Architectural heritage is squeezed between infrastructural needs and popu-
lation density 
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Historical research will be carried out to gain insight on the former uses and 
appearance of these edifices. 
The results of these research-projects will be combined into a sustainable 
management strategy that is interlinked with urban improvement and other urban 
planning projects. It is pivotal that this management strategy is formulated in close 
co-operation with the various stakeholders and especially the Egyptian authorities. 
The main focus will be to ensure a sustainable, functional form of heritage 
management. In the context of a city as large as Cairo, it is not possible or even 
justifiable to single out just one aspect. Heritage management in a megacity does 
by the very nature of its context include making choices. It can not take the form 
of creating an open air museum without regard for the living city's needs. The 
challenge is to integrate the past and the present in order to build a better future. For 
example, the insights gained by the stakeholder analysis can inspire possibilities for 
adaptive re-use of buildings, which in turn can be enclosed in urban improvement 
projects or even instigate them. 
Towards an Integrated Management Strategy 
In the early years of its existence, the town built on virgin soil next to the old 
city quarters of Cairo had a name and a clear identity. Nowadays however, this 
part of town is simply called Bwist el balad in Arabic, or "Downtown." Heritage 
management of this quarter needs to include a sense of identity. This identity is 
much interwoven with political views and socio-historical problems. We have 
seen that the heritage challenges faced in Cairo are enormous and have much in 
common with constraints inherent to any megacity in the world. Various aspects 
still remain to be investigated, but it may be argued that the physical appearance 
and the conservation of the buildings is a relatively small part of the problem. 
In heritage management as presented in this colloquium much attention has been 
paid to the different values of heritage sites, and especially here the viewpoint of 
each stakeholder involved needs to be addressed. Turning a part of town associated 
with a colonialist past into a newly respected city quarter will require addressing 
the values of stakeholders with the utmost attention. It will require a thorough 
approach and the raising of awareness of many parties. It will require an integrated 
approach in which ancillary consultants like architects and engineers will play an 
important role, but, most of all, one in which the stakeholders have to be heard. The 
way in which East met West, the way in which Cairo integrated the Western styles 
is what truly makes this quarter of the largest city of the Middle East unique. 
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OWNING THE ORDINARY: ON PREVENTIVE 
ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE CUSTODIANSHIP 
OF THE PAST 
Nathan Schlanger 
Institut National de Recherches Archéologiques 
Preventives (INRAP), France 
QUESTIONS surrounding the ownership of cultural property - and more specifically that of archaeological remains - have been at the forefront of 
discussions on the "socio-politics of the past" for some two or three decades 
now. As attested by the abundant literature generated, issues of ownership 
primarily concern moral rights and legal prerogatives, including the symbolic and 
economic values that can be identified in, attached to, or even extracted from the 
archaeological remains in question. By and large, it is taken for granted that these 
vestiges display some unique or exceptional features that make their ownership 
desirable, and manifestly so. It is upon this premise of desirability that various 
claims and counter-claims are advanced by the protagonists concerned, and that 
archaeological science and historical knowledge come to be mobilised, as the 
evidence allows and the occasion demands, to legitimate or to contest this yearned 
belonging. 
But are there no other issues surrounding the ownership of the past? 
Cannot this ownership become topical without being coveted? What happens 
for example when the archaeological remains in question are not considered 
to be outstanding or emblematic in any way, but, on the contrary, some sort of 
"negative" assets, impediments or liabilities that one could well do without? Far 
from being hypothetical or spurious, "burdensome possessions" of this kind are 
actually infinitely more common than one might imagine. Indeed, this category 
includes the numerous vestiges of the past unearthed in the course of infrastructure 
and development works, and subsequently dealt with through a specific form of 
practice variously known as "salvage", "rescue", "developer-led," "developer-
funded," or, better still, "preventive" archaeology. Brought to light when car 
parks, roads and terminals are being planned or even already under construction, 
or again when quarries are opened up and golf courses laid out, these remains 
often stand literally in the way of the bulldozers - and by extension, as regret-
tably some would see it, in the way of socio-economic progress. The reaction 
raised by these threatened archaeological remains does not seem to be "who 
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owns them?" as much as "who wants them anyway?" Developers and planners, 
as well as politicians, can certainly be quite vocal in their complaint, especially 
when they discover that the remains they happen to "own" are not a source of 
in-come but rather of expenditures, incurring additional costs and delays. Such 
antagonism towards the archaeological heritage amply confirms the urgency for a 
well grounded legal, moral and scientific stance on the matter. 
To begin to grasp what is at stake, a few more introductory words on the 
ownership of the past as currently understood might be in order. Broadly speaking, 
three important factors seem to have been at work since the second half of the 
twentieth century. 
The first and most important factor is a global and historical one, namely 
the generalised end of colonial rule and with it the emergence of independent 
post-colonial and indigenous states. Although the subsequent questions and 
claims raised are usually more acute with regards to ethnographic objects, their 
appropriation, sale and purchase, and display or restitution - witness in this respect 
the newly opened 'First Arts' museum in Paris (cf. www.quaibranly.fr) similar 
difficulties arise with regards to archaeological finds. The availability of these 
objects in western museums has contributed to scientific and cultural knowledge, 
but this does not obviate the fact that their very presence there, enlisted within 
occidental aesthetic and interpretive frameworks, brings the question of their 
ownership to the fore. Though the tone echoes at times the baser nationalistic 
rivalries of yesteryears, current claims regarding ancient vestiges - spanning from 
the Elgin marbles to the Angkor friezes, with a plethora of Mycenaean vases. 
Mocha figurines, Mesopotamian tablets, Mauritanian cleavers, and many more 
in between - have undoubtedly much to do with the archaeologically based 
composition, re-composition and representation of identities in the present. 
A second factor which has contributed to make topical the issue of 
ownership of the past has to do with the emergence of UNESCO after World War 
11. UNESCO rapidly became a vehicle of cultural consciousness, both through 
the expression of relatively abstract "humanist" ideals and also, since the 1970s, 
through the much more concrete notion of World Heritage Sites of universal 
significance. Indeed, the administrative machinery that precedes the inclusion 
of a given site on the WH list necessarily raises key questions of ownership, in 
its tangible dimensions (situation, presentation, perimeter etc.) as much as its 
symbolic expressions (for country, region, local communities, etc.). 
This ties in with a third factor, namely the "enjoyment" of the property, in 
both spiritual and economic senses of the term. In the background lies the emergence 
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of an affluent leisure society, initially in the Occident but with global repercussions, 
creating increasing opportunities and yearnings for mass tourism and cultural 
stimulation. To put it crudely: as more visitors pass through the entrance gates, 
owing the past can become an ever more interesting proposition, especially if it is 
deemed worth the detour. To be sure, a number of "conventional" issues relating 
to the ownership of the past do arise when a predominantly western audience 
seeks to reach and admire some World Heritage Site in a newly independent or 
developing nation. 
Yet what 1 rather want to focus on here is the bulk of the iceberg, so to 
speak, the more mundane and down to earth material requirements of actually 
getting there: the stretches of tarmacs, by-passes, motorway services, rail-tracks, 
runways, tunnels, trenches, cables, pylons, pipes and suchlike infrastructures 
throughout Europe as much as overseas, which in part traverse, overlie or 
obliterate forever the diverse archaeological vestiges which happened to have 
been on their path. Barring notable exceptions which are usually adequately 
dealt with, the vast majority of these sites and remains are emphatically not on 
the same scale of importance as the World Heritage destination, nor do they dis-
play some "outstanding universal significance" that would make them worthy of 
inscription on any international, national or even provincial lists of heritage sites. 
It nevertheless remains, to use the language of environmental activism, that these 
archaeological vestiges are quintessentially non-renewable resources which are 
being increasingly depleted and endangered by the inexorable thrust of material 
improvement. 
It is of course true that fortuitous discoveries have always been made 
during building or drainage works. Already in ancient times the inhabitants of Near 
Eastem tells or Roman towns repeatedly encountered the relics and monuments 
of their predecessors. Such discoveries have furthermore been instrumental to 
archaeology's own disciplinary development. The bridges and railway tracks that 
ac-companied the Industrial Revolution, the quarries supplying sand and gravel 
for the fast- expanding metropolises, all provided finds and stratigraphic sections 
on which high human antiquity and the Palaeolithic were established. By and 
large, however, such perturbations have been mere superficial scratching, which 
have rarely warranted reactions of concern or of protection. This is emphatically 
not the case with the upheavals following the global economic and industrial 
transformations of the past fifty years. With growing demographic and urban 
pressure on land and on spatial resources, with engineering prowess calling for 
ever more powerful heavy equipment, we have been digging and exposing and 
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upturning and scooping out and clearing away the topsoil at an unprecedented 
pace, participating as a side-effect in the massive destruction of whole swaths 
of urban and rural landscapes, including the cultural and archaeological heritage 
which for generations and millennia they have been harbouring and preserving in 
their midst. 
Indeed, it can be surmised that many more archaeological sites have 
disappeared in the last five decades than during the past 10,000 years. While 
some of these sites were already known and recorded, many others have only 
come to light in the course of their destruction. In France, where some 700 square 
kilometres of soil are upturned for development purposes every year (i.e. 20 
square metres every second!), it is estimated that one major archaeological site 
is encountered, and potentially destroyed, for each kilometre of roadworks. In 
England, it has been calculated by the Monuments at Risk survey that, on average, 
every single day since 1945 has seen the complete destruction of one ancient 
Figure 1. Infrastructural developments at the World Heritage Site of Angkor Wat are 
beginning to take on board some requirements of archaeological preservation and 
management. Here preventive assessments have been successfully completed at the 
Siam Reap airport (zone 5), through a pioneering collaboration between the developer 
(SCA - Vinci group), the competent local agency for the protection and valorisation of 
archaeology (APSARA) and INRAP. (Photo: P. Baty / INRAP, 2004). 
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monument, and that some 70,000 such monuments are at high or medium risk of 
serious damage within the coming 5 years. The sheer scale of this uncontrolled 
"erosion of history," augmented by some notorious cases of (literally) last-ditch 
rescue, has generated much dismay among both professionals and the public. This 
in turn has prompted an overhaul of the legal and intellectual instruments available 
for the protection of the archaeological heritage, at both national and international 
levels. 
Enter the Malta Convention. This highly successful initiative of the 
Council of Europe (also known as the Valletta convention) has since 1992 provided 
a comprehensive framework for European countries to ratify and to implement 
(cf. http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/Html/143.htm). 
The Convention specifically addresses the serious threat posed to the 
European archaeological heritage by the growing number of major planning 
schemes and infrastructural works across the continent, it emphasises the scientific 
Figure 2. Systematic trial trenching by a mechanical tool under direct archaeological 
supervision is the most efficient way of detecting and assessing previously unknown 
archaeological occurrences, especially those deeply stratified or more ephemeral in na-
ture. Depending on location, extent and topography, these trenches can cover as much 
as 10 or 1 5% of the grounds to be evaluated. Here an aerial view of the Haute-Picardie 
airport and industrial complex in the course of its archaeological assessment (Photo: 
Hubert Flandre / SMER, 2004) 
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significance of archaeological research work and calls for adequate scientific 
measures to be deployed to detect and assess threatened archaeological remains, 
including their eventual excavation and documentation or their preservation in 
situ. More specifically, the fifth article of the Convention urges its signatory parties 
to integrate the respective requirements of archaeology and of development, to 
ensure that archaeologists are consulted throughout the planning process and 
that subsequent planning decisions take full account of archaeological sites and 
their settings. Finally, in its sixth article, the Convention promotes a financial 
framework in which public support for archaeological research is provided by the 
competent local or national authorities, and where, in addition, "provision is made 
in major public or private development schemes for covering, from public sector 
or private sector resources, as appropriate, the total costs of any necessary related 
archaeologi-cal operations," in which are included the excavations themselves 
and also prior desk studies, prospecting and sampling, and subsequent scientific 
analyses, recording and publications. 
Here then, so far as the ownership of the "ordinary past" is concerned, 
lies the crux of the matter. By effectively linking archaeology to development 
in budgetary terms, these financial provisions have helped change forever the 
operational structure and employment prospects of the discipline. At the same 
time, these provisions have been integrated by the signatory parties in a fairly 
uneven way, in function of their scientific capacities as well as their distinctive 
ideological and economic traditions. Thus some countries consider that since 
developers are made to pay for archaeological assessments or excavations on 
their property, they must be allowed to choose and tender the outfit that will clear 
the grounds on their behalf, in the logic of the free market. This is notably how 
matters have developed in England, a country that has been in many respects at 
the forefront of preventive archaeology since the 1970s. There are now across 
England a large number of more or less specialised archaeological units, ranging 
in size from a handful to over a hundred archaeologists, who seek contracts from 
developers and by and large abide by some voluntary code of professional conduct. 
Other countries, on the other hand, have sought to integrate the Malta Convention 
within their preferred conception of archaeology as a form of public service, to be 
implemented and overseen by the state and its representatives. In this spirit, and 
following a modified version of the polluter/payer principle, developers are made 
to pay the costs of preventive archaeology through a fiat rate tax (per developed 
surface or per added value upon development), or again upon the real costs of the 
archaeological operations as carried out by the accredited operators. 
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In France, it is a combination of these sources that provides for the 120 
million Euro annual budget of the Institut national de recherches archéologiques 
preventives (INRAP). A newly created autonomous public establishment under 
the tutelage of the ministries of Culture and of Research, INRAP employs over 
1500 archaeologists (about half of the country's professional body) to undertake 
each year some 2000 field assessments and 300 full fledged excavations - the 
whole under prescription from the regional cultural and services and under the 
scientific control of a national council for archaeological research. 
Needless to say, the respective merits of these market- and state-oriented 
approaches to archaeological management are open to debate, especially if it is 
kept in mind that upon the Malta Convention preventive archaeology displays 
across Europe many basic commonalities in terms of objectives and procedures. 
However, so far as our topic of "owning the ordinary" is concerned - when ques-
tions arise that are at once philosophical and practical regarding private property 
and its enjoyment, personal rights versus the collective interest, and the like 
- there seem to be clear advantages to a conception of archaeological heritage 
management as a public service, carried out for the benefit of the entire community 
in fulfilment of one of the more positive roles of the modem nation-state. It is in 
this spirit that INRAP in France has as its principal statutory missions not only 
the safeguard and study of the country's threatened archaeological heritage, but 
also the scientific exploitation and publication of the results obtained, and indeed 
the provision of a wider contribution to the teaching, cultural dissemi-nation and 
valorisation of archaeology. This wide ranging remit is at times challenging to 
accomplish, but it is precisely this breadth that makes it possible to complement a 
focus on the ownership of the past with a concern for its custodianship, understood 
in more encompassing terms to include also notions of responsibility, protection, 
involvement and accountability. 
Indeed this conception of custodianship certainly makes better room 
for the archaeological remains here qualified as "burdensome," "negative 
assets," "liabilities." These flint scatters, fragmented potteries, shallow 
installations, truncated walls, fuzzy ditches and such-like relatively commonplace 
archaeological occurrences which the developers-owners will not covet for the 
symbolic or economic revenues they can bring, but on the contrary bemoan for the 
costs and delays which their study and recording can occasion. When preventive 
archaeology is considered as a public service concurring with other state and 
public bodies to the custodianship of the past on behalf of the community as a 
whole, these ordinary remains can regain very real significance on at least two 
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levels: scientifically, in terms of their quantitative importance, and culturally, in 
terms of their quotidian proximity. It is on a brief discussion of these aspects that 
1 would like to conclude. 
Preventive archaeology provides nowadays almost 90% of all new field 
data in France, and these proportions are probably similar in most European 
countries. Spectacular or unique finds of exceptional importance can of course 
occur as part of these INRAP operations. These discoveries can furthermore lead, 
through various scheduling measures, to the modification or even abandonment 
of the development schemes which inadvertently brought them to light (see such 
cases in www.inrap.fr). 
But what INRAP mostly focuses on - and every year dedicates to the 
task the equivalent of 65 full time researchers - is not so much the qualitative 
as the quantitative, not only the singular but also the multiple, the recurrent, the 
staple. Proceeding at its pace, building on its distinctive excavation and sampling 
strategies (notably the systematic recourse to mechanical trial trenching, see 
Figure 2), preventive archaeology draws in more and more elements which add 
on arguments to previous interpretations or serve to upturn them, and indeed 
enable to perceive something of the broader historical, chrono-stratigraphic 
and environmental picture. One flint scatter here and there may appear inconse-
quential - yet studied together with palaeo-environmental reconstructions, they 
shed new light on the Middle Palaeolithic occupation of north-western Europe. As 
more and more ceramic finds are recorded under alluvial floodplains, it becomes 
all of a sudden possible to perceive the regional Iron Age settlement landscape. 
And with increasingly more installations, ditches and storage facilities located, 
these are hitherto unsuspected panes of medieval agricultural practices that can 
now be identified and analysed. Clearly custodianship is associated with scale: 
it is upon a broad territorial coverage, and with a sufficient volume of activities, 
that the bulk of ordinary finds made by preventive archaeology can gain their full 
scientific importance. 
At the cultural level, lastly, there is also the question of the location of 
these finds, and by extension their proximity to the local community, the citizens 
and taxpayers. Quite evidently, preventive archaeology operates on locations 
that are determined by the developers, in function of their own economic and 
infrastructural considerations. Many of these building works occur in or around 
urban centres, reproducing the Middle Eastern "tell" effect mentioned earlier: 
underground car parks and tunnels are particularly good at reaching deeply and 
disturbing thoroughly the stratified layers of previous occupations - witness 
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the Athens Metro, the Louvre pyramid, the Boston "Big Dig." To the develop-
ers, the ensuing archaeological interventions probably represent an additional 
complication; to the neighbourhood and the passers-by, this very proximity can 
actually embody, better than any aloof and decontextualising museum display 
ever could, the imaginary fabric of their shared urban identity. The story of the 
two Lutèces will illustrate this. 
One Lutèce is the Roman town, of which some architectural remains (an 
Augustan street, a private bath) have recently been found on the grounds of a 17th 
Century monastery now being developed into a university campus near the rue 
St Jacques in Paris's fifth arrondissement. To the specialist, these finds usefully 
complete the topography of the ancient town. To the contemporary inhabitants of 
Figure 3. Roman street from the times of Augustus, 
uncovered during the preventive excavations of the 
Roman Lutèce in the centre of Paris. The Pantheon in 
the skyline. (Photo: L de Cargouët / INRAP, 2006). 
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the capital, judging by the considerable media and popular attention, both these 
remains and the circumstances of their discovery provide a welcome reminder 
that underneath the grey Parisian tarmac there lies history, with its intimations of 
former glory, tradition and romance (Figure 3). The other Lutèce is the preceding 
Gallic town, the capital of the Parisii said by the conquering Julius Cesar to be 
on an island. Historians and archaeologists have assumed this to be the lie de 
la Cite, despite the trou-bling absence there of any pre-Roman vestiges. The 
recent spate of preventive excavations across the Ile-de-France region (one of 
Europe's most intensively developed surfaces) have made the issue topical again 
by providing several potential localities for the Lutèce of the Gaul. Such localities 
as the ïle Séguin, Alfortville, Saint-Maur or even Bobigny have been mentioned. 
Figure 4. Caul street from the second century BC, uncovered dur-
ing preventive excavations of a Caul settlement (possibly the pre-
Roman Lutèce) In the suburb of Nanterre. The towers of the Zilina 
quarter in the background (Photo: A. Viand / INRAP, 2003). 
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but the most credible candidate is probably Nanterre, where excavations in 2003 
have revealed an important necropolis as well as a residential quarter dating to 
the second century BC (Figure 4). Here again media and popular interest have 
been extensive, not only because of the place occupied by nos ancêtres les 
Gaulois in the national imagination, but also because preventive archaeology 
has effectively shifted historical and symbolic attention away from the over-
centralised and affluent metropolis towards its suburbs - those sometimes volatile 
and economically depressed banlieues largely inhabited by black and North Afri-
can immigrant populations whose allegiance to republican national mythologies, 
Gaulois included, is still very much uncertain. 
Neither of these Lutèces will be preserved in situ or inscribed on some 
list of heritage sites. The owners or developers of the land will proceed with 
their campus building and suburban round-about - and rightly so. But even if 
they count as ordinary on some arbitrary or pragmatic scale, the two Lutèces 
nevertheless provide an important contribution by challenging us to examine 
the historicity of the past and its multifarious presence in the present. Together, 
these two sites exemplify an archaeology of quotidian proximity which - just 
like preventive archaeology itself - gains its full reach and meaning as a public 
service, a custodianship of the past for the benefit of society as a whole. 
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CULTURAL HERITAGE CONSERVATION 
AND CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
C/y Wallace Aramian 
London, UK 
OVER the last 15 years, multinational companies have been under increasing pressure to behave in "socially responsible" ways and to help mitigate the 
worst effects of an increasingly interconnected global market economy. 
Meanwhile, some heritage professionals have suggested that the 
conservation of cultural heritage can contribute to realizing the goal of 
"globalization with a human face" (UN 1999; Mason and de la Torre 2000: 6-7) 
- helping to combat cultural homogenization while protecting a critical social, 
political and economic resource for many of the world's poorest countries. Yet, 
unlike environmental conservation, cultural heritage conservation is strikingly 
absent from company programs for ensuring responsible business practices and 
investing in social and community development. 
This raises several questions. Should support for cultural heritage 
conservation form a bigger part of the business response to globalization? Given 
the particular nature of corporate giving, would greater corporate support be good 
for heritage? If it is desirable, what might be some ways to "optimize" this source 
of support - increasing corporate resources available to heritage conservation 
while ensuring that they benefit the heritage and those who have a stake in it? 
These questions are considered in this paper from both a theoretical and a practical 
perspective. 
Definition: Private Sector Involvement in Heritage 
It is important to begin by making a distinction among the various types of private 
sector involvement with heritage. I would propose distinguishing among four 
main types: 
• Private sector ownership of heritage resources (moveable or 
immoveable) 
• Private sector management of state-owned resources (comprehensive or 
specific services for the management of sites) 
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• Private sector access to / use of heritage sites (primarily tourism, for 
direct income generation) 
• Private sector support for heritage conservation (offering financial, in-
kind or human resources to support conservation efforts, in return for 
indirect benefits such as enhanced reputation) 
This paper is concerned with the last of these types of involvement -
private sector support, or sponsorship, of conservation activities. 
Clearly, any form of private sector involvement in the care of public 
goods, including heritage resources, is not unproblematic. However, as resource-
constrained heritage managers and policy makers consider whether and in what 
circumstances it is appropriate to obtain support from the private sector - in both 
the short-term and long-term - it is useful to be aware of a trend that is transforming 
companies' approach to giving. 
Globalization and Corporate Social Responsibility 
The 1990s witnessed a change in the social environment for business. With the 
collapse of communism and expanded market liberalization, some 90 per cent 
of countries have adopted a form of market-based economy, and private capital 
flows have outstripped official aid to the world's key emerging economies. At 
the same time, explosion of the internet has raised public awareness of social 
and environmental issues globally, of the impact of global markets on developing 
countries and of corporate scandals such as Enron. (Davies, 1999) 
A resulting shift in public attitudes has been documented in public opinion 
polls, which show a growing belief that "responsibility for addressing social 
issues lies increasingly with large companies", as well as government, and that 
companies should be judged on this basis in addition to financial performance, 
(inter alia: MORI, 2000, Prince of Wales IBLF, 1999) 
The shift can also be seen in the behavior of various corporate 'stakeholders': 
• Governments: the development of standards for corporate conduct by 
intergovernmental bodies (e.g. EU, UN OECD); 
• Investors: the rapid growth of "socially responsible investing" (SRI), 
now nearly 10 percent of all professionally managed investments (Social 
Investment Forum 2006); 
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• Employees: evidence of preference for socially responsible employers 
(e.g. survey of leading business school graduates showing that 97% willing 
to forego 14% income to work for socially responsible companies - Mallen-
Baker 2004) 
• Consumers: evidence of willingness to make purchases on basis of 
corporate social reputation (e.g. survey showing that in 2004 44% of North 
Americans and 22% of Europeans had done this in 2004 - Globescan 2004) 
As a result, the field of "corporate social responsibility'" (CSR) has 
burgeoned as companies attempt to show that they are operating in socially 
responsible ways and contributing to sustainable development, evidenced by the 
rapid increase in the number of corporate non-financial reports, which rose from 
0 to 1250 between 1991 and 2003 (Sustainability 2004). 
These reports reflect an evolving ethic and discipline that good corporate 
citizenship is more than traditional philanthropic giving, but rather a commitment 
to: a) conduct business in a responsible manner according to defined standards, in 
good stewardship of resources used, ensuring accountability through measurement 
and reporting; b) strategically focus their giving to address specific environmental 
and social issues relevant to their business and the communities affected; c) work 
in partnership with relevant governmental and non-governmental organizations. 
This in turn puts pressure on governments and NGOs to define what role 
the private sector can and should play in a given arena and ensure that they manage 
these relationships appropriately. 
Critics rightly question this trend from a variety of perspectives, concerned 
either that it doesn't go far enough or that business has no place in addressing 
these issues. Nonetheless, as part of the response to globalization in the early 21st 
century, growing public-private-civic sector cooperation to address social issues 
is a fact. The question addressed here is what impact this might have, if any, on 
heritage conservation. 
Researchers at the GCI have said that,"... the tangle of processes associated 
with globalization present the field with challenges so deep and transformative 
that they suggest the need for a new paradigm". (Mason and de la Torre, 2000: 
2). The authors recommend a "values-centered" approach to conservation as a 
new source of meaning for heritage in the era of globalization. In this paper, my 
intent is to discuss the prospects globalization holds for new sources of support for 
heritage. 
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The Absence of Heritage in Corporate Responsibility Programs 
The UNESCO Declaration on Cultural Diversity says that cultural diversity is as 
important for humankind as bio-diversity is for nature. (UNESCO 2001) Yet, unlike 
environmental conservation, cultural heritage conservation is strikingly absent 
from both corporate and governmental initiatives aimed at ensuring responsible 
business practices and encouraging corporate social investment. Below is a brief 
summary of existing initiatives: 
• The World Monuments Fund (WMF) is the main private non-profit 
organization raising funds for heritage conservation worldwide (wmf.org/ 
programs/aboutwmf.html). While much of WMF's funding is from private 
foundations, American Express has been its primary corporate supporter 
since 1995 as the founding sponsor of WMF's flagship programme. World 
Monuments Watch. As such, American Express is one of the few, if not 
the only, major company with a long-term commitment to cultural heritage 
conservation globally within its corporate charitable programmes. 
• A few companies support individual local conservation activities - either as 
an on-going programme, e.g. BP Amoco and Chicago House in Egypt (Sears 
and Maher, pers.comm.), or as ad hoc projects by corporate foundations, e.g. 
Diageo (www.diageo.com/proud of what we do). But examples are few. 
Surveys of arts giving confirm that very little goes to heritage, as opposed 
to other cultural activities, including museums, theatre, music, film and the 
visual arts) (Arts & Business 2003). 
• Other companies (e.g. in extractives and construction) have undertaken 
projects to minimize damage by their operations to heritage sites in the 
context of World Bank lending programmes (Myers 2003; Wolfenson 1999) 
But examples of this are also limited and the World Bank's efforts in this area 
have not been consistent (Taboroff, pers. comm.). 
• In the tourism industry, it could be argued that there is a clear long-term 
business stake in maintaining the integrity of cultural heritage sites. Indeed, 
a number of CSR and "sustainable tourism" initiatives have been launched 
over the last decade, inter alia: the International Hotels Environment Initiative 
(www.ihei.org), the UNEP Tour Operators Initiative for Sustainable Tourism 
Development (www.toinitiative.org), and the WTO Sustainable Development 
of Tourism unit (www.world-tourism.org). However, while cultural heritage 
conservation is often included in mission statements and definitions of 
sustainable tourism, a review of actual programmes undertaken - both by 
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individual companies in these cross-industry initiatives - reveals that nearly 
all are focused on the environment (and, secondarily, on social issues such as 
child labour). 
• The UN Global Compact is an initiative by the UN Secretary General in 
which companies are asked to commit themselves to embrace a defined "core 
set of universal principles fundamental to meeting socio-economic needs of 
the world's people, today and tomorrow" (UN Global Compact 1999). It 
covers human rights, labour and the environment and names co-sponsoring 
UN affiliate bodies, including UNHCR, UNEP and the 1LO. Interestingly, 
culture and cultural heritage are not expressly included, and UNESCO is not 
listed as a partner. 
• In 2004, UNESCO's World Heritage Centre launched its Partners for 
Conservation initiative (http://whc.unesco.org/en/38). UNESCO (in contrast 
to, say, UNICEF) is one of the last UN bodies to respond to the Secretary 
General's call for private sector partnerships (Bandarin, pers. comm.). A 
few projects have been set up - with Hewlett Packard (IT/documentation), 
Jet Tours (creating world heritage tours and sensitization materials for 
travellers), the French bank, Calyon (increasing employee and customer 
awareness through their website), and NHK (producing documentaries) - but 
the programme is still nascent. And an initial $30 million grant from the UN 
Foundation was targeted for natural World Heritage sites (UNESCO 2003), 
in line with the UNF's environmental mission. 
It is clear that, with the exception of American Express, cultural heritage 
conservation, in contrast to environmental conservation, has not yet won a 
significant place in the corporate sustainability agenda. 
Is Corporate Involvement Good for Heritage? 
Both in theory and in practice, it would seem that the implications of corporate 
support for heritage conservation are mixed. 
In the realm of theory, Klamer and Zuidhof offer a model that is instructive 
for the purpose of this paper. Arguing that the way in which heritage is financed 
makes a difference for the value of a heritage resource, they distinguish among 
three different spheres of economic activity through which the value of a heritage 
resource might be realized: pricing by the market; subsidizing by the government; 
gift-giving by the civic sector (Klamer, Zuidhof 1998). They propose that, because 
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each sphere has its own "culture", each will affect the valorization process, and 
hence the value of a heritage resource, differently. The market values freedom 
and entrepreneurship; government transactions value national identity and the 
collective; giving reflects the values of partnership and responsibility. Each has 
advantages but can 'devolve into excess: ruthlessness (market), bureaucracy 
(government), or dependence (gift giving). I would suggest that corporate support 
- gift-giving by a commercial entity - combines characteristics of the first and third 
spheres - it reflects a sense of civic values and lacks direct financial return, but it is 
never completely divorced from the basic corporate mandate of shareholder value. 
Because its culture is a hybrid one, the impact of this form of economic activity on 
heritage is likely to be correspondingly mixed. 
Indeed, practical experience as reflected in interviews with heritage 
professionals conducted for this paper testifies to both the advantages and 
disadvantages of corporate giving for heritage conservation. (See references for 
list of interviewees) 
Advantages cited include a variety of relevant tangible and intangible 
resources that companies have at their disposal: 
• Financial (e.g. the travel/tourism sector, estimated to generate 10% of 
global GDP) (WTTC 2003); 
• In-kind resources (e.g. GIS mapping software from IT companies, or 
video production by media companies); 
• Management skills (e.g. management training program set up by the 
International Business Leaders Forum for museum professionals in Russia) 
(www.iblf.org); 
• Brand recognition (e.g. cases in which public awareness of American 
Express involvement has reversed neglect or destruction of sites by local 
governments in Glasgow (Amery 2004) and Kuala Lumpur (Sechler, pers. 
comm.). 
However, experience shows that there are also clearly important reasons to be 
cautious. In contrast to private foundations, whose mission is philanthropic, it is 
often difficult to successfully match conservation and business objectives. Hence, 
corporate support can: 
• require much longer lead times for approvals (Giangrande, pers. comm.) 
• demand significantly more management effort and time (hence costs); 
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• be inconsistent over time and subject to unexpected budget cuts; 
• require evidence of communications impact to justify continued funding 
(Sears, pers. comm.); 
• most importantly, affect project priorities - favoring high-visibility and 
low-risk, rather than the most critical aspects of projects (Palumbo, pers. 
comm.). 
Both theory and experience suggest that the market character of this form of 
giving poses both opportunities and risks for heritage conservation. Despite the 
challenges, all interviewees argued that corporate support should be more actively 
pursued than it is today, while emphasizing that the heritage field must develop in 
how it approaches this resource. 
Possible Ways to Better Harness this Resource 
Given the challenges, can appropriate ways be found to harness corporate support 
to the benefit of heritage and the communities that value it? What steps might 
be taken to strive for the best of both worlds - to increase private sector funding 
available to conservation, while ensuring that it benefits the resource? 
Below are several possible areas for attention as heritage managers and 
policy makers attempt to grapple with these questions. 1 would suggest that any 
productive solution needs to combine selecting the right business partners with 
setting standards for their behavior and enhancing conservation professionals' 
ability to manage these relationships. There might also be room for more creative 
thinking about partnership models and long term public advocacy. 
Management capacity. As long as heritage resources are in the public trust, 
while corporations clearly have an obligation to behave responsibly, the ultimate 
responsibility for ensuring that they are properly managed remains with state 
heritage agencies. Those interviewed for this paper observed there is a need for more 
proactive, professional management. There is often a lack of understanding about 
what is required to attract, retain and manage these resources (Sears, pers. comm.) 
and, hence, a tendency to accept money with whatever strings are attached by the 
donor, leading to a "vicious circle" of misguided conservation choices. (Palumbo, 
pers. comm.) It was observed that this "requires a level of professionalism that 
exceeds the resources of many heritage organizations" (Pemberton lecture 2002), 
and that heritage agencies should recruit not just conservations specialists but 
also professionals with management expertise, who can bridge the public interest 
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and corporate interests. Managing outside resources is also another reason that 
integrated management planning is a critical tool for heritage managers (see, 
inter alia, Cossons 1994, Harrison 1994, Hall and McArthur 1998). The problem, 
of course, is that all this is not free; raising money costs money. While grant 
seeking can be less expensive than visitor operations, if funds are limited, to what 
extent should they be channeled into this type of activity? This will always be a 
judgment call on the part of the heritage manager - one that they could perhaps be 
better prepared to make. 
Targeting partners: If, on the basis of an integrated management plan, a 
heritage manager determines that it is desirable to pursue corporate funding, donors 
should be chosen both creatively and carefully, to identify real partners that are in 
some way aligned with the values of the resource. The travel and tourism industry 
is an obvious sector to consider, but also, for example, companies whose "brand 
values" might include cultural understanding or diversity, those whose activities 
threaten cultural resources, such as extractive industries, and those who can offer 
relevant expertise, such as media and IT. The appeal must then be highly targeted, 
based on a very clear definition of the conservation mission, and how it fits the 
business mission or social responsibility obligations of the company. There must 
then be an up-front, explicit agreement that aids and protects the resource, while 
meeting several basic expectations of the donor, including: a) good use of their 
resources, based on a plan and monitored; b) some kind of recognition for their 
involvement. 
Setting standards: Attracting support must be matched by setting 
standards for the behavior of donors. At the level of individual projects, this 
means proactively educating donors on the consequences of different actions, and 
proactively, clearly defining parameters that ensure the resource is not abused. 
At a broader policy level, perhaps more work could be done to develop specific 
standards of responsible business practice with regard to heritage resources, 
engaging business by promulgating these through relevant business organizations 
(e.g. the Tour Operators Initiative or the World Travel & Tourism Council) and 
intergovernmental bodies, as well as heritage organizations (e.g. 1COMOS). 
New models: In addition, there might be room for exploring new models 
for cooperation, especially with the tourism industry. This subject does not often 
attract mainstream media attention, but an editorial in The Economist recently 
suggested that UNESCO should develop new, "more ambitious joint-ventures for 
developing sustainable tourism at its sites" (The Economist 2004). In November 
2005, the UN Foundation and the internet travel company, Expedia, launched a 
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'World Heritage Alliance' aimed at promoting travellers' awareness of and support 
for World Heritage sites (www.worldheritagealliance.org). The project, in a pilot 
phase at selected sites in Mexico, combines several elements: contributing proceeds 
from special world heritage tours to selected heritage projects, allowing travellers 
to make matched donations on-line, providing funds to support small locally-
owned tourism enterprises, and offering heritage-sensitizing training to local hotel 
staff and tourists. The outcomes are not yet clear, but it will be interesting to 
observe the results of this project. The Economist editorial also suggested, more 
radically, the "injection of some private sector blood" to the UNESCO World 
Heritage Committee, to "help come up with new ways to generate more private 
support for its activities". 
Public advocacy. Finally, the cultural heritage community might consider 
the success of the environmental movement in conducting long-term public 
advocacy campaigns to engage the media on conservation issues and create public 
demand for conservation over time among those who influence company behavior 
(customers, investors, regulatory officials, etc). 
We are witnessing a growing public appetite for historical entertainment 
(e.g. restoration television programming, heritage visitor sites, culturally-themed 
travel), greater media coverage of heritage destruction (e.g. the Bamiyan Buddhas 
and the city of Bam), and a growing debate about a 'clash of civilizations' and the 
role of culture in international political conflict. In this environment, is there not 
an opportunity to put cultural heritage and its conservation more squarely at the 
center of a growing public consciousness about creating a sustainable future for 
our planet? 
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THE Bushmen of Southern Africa were introduced to the West when the flotillas of European expansion fetched up on their shores. They were hunter-
gatherers, as opposed to "Hottentots" who combined their foraging with herding. 
Both terms were used synonymously with "bandit" and "savage" and to avoid this 
pejorative usage, anthropologists coined a new word for the indigenous peoples 
of this region. They combined the native peoples' names of "San" and "Khoikhoi" 
into the neologism, "Khoisan" (Schapera, 1926, 1930). After initial contact, the 
spread of colonial settlement sparked a series of wars and skirmishes during which 
Bushmen, such as the /Xam speakers of the Northern Cape, were systematically 
exterminated. Today, surviving Bushmen like the !Kung, live in remote regions of 
the Kalahari, where South Africa abuts on Botswana and Namibia. 
Despite their violent and sad history, the Southern African Bushmen are 
arguably "...the most heavily scientifically commoditised grouping in the annals 
of human science" (Gordon 1992:185). Bushman identity has always excited 
interest. Linnaeus focused on the mistaken impression that they excised a testicle, 
and classified Khoisan people as a subspecies of the genus Homo, listing them in 
his famous Systema Naturae as H. Monstrosus Monorchides (Linne, 1767:29). 
Today, they are firmly ensconced as H. sapiens, and scientists now promulgate 
their peculiarity by concluding that they represent the oldest human population, 
whose language and genes are key to understanding the origin and evolution of all 
humanity (Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman 2003). 
Beyond the cool realms of scientific reason, Bushmen have been repeatedly 
invented and reinvented to titillate public interest. A Victorian showman exhibited 
them in London in the 1880's as "African Earthmen" (Skotnes 1996:40). Fifty 
years ago a self-styled mystic, re-invented their world and later, introduced British 
royalty to the lessons of Bushman cosmology (Van der Post 1951, 1959). Today, 
nutritionists in the US are aggressively marketing an appetite suppressant made 
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from a Kalahari cactus called Hoodia gordonii, on the grounds that it was used 
by Bushmen on long hunts (www.hoodia-dietpills.com/). The highest grossing 
foreign film of all time, The Gods must be Crazy (1980), turns the tables by 
viewing our own foibles through Bushmen eyes. And 
topping it all, is the new South African coat of arms that 
features a pair of sexually sanitized figures taken from 
a Bushman rock painting housed in the South African 
Museum, and a /Xam motto that reads "!ke e: /xarra 
//ke". Loosely translated as "Different People Unite", 
or more formally as "Unity in Diversity", it ignores 
the fact that the /Xam people and their language are 
culturally extinct, wiped from a world which found 
them too different to endure (Pippa Skotnes 2006: pers. 
Figure 1. Coat of Arms, comm.) (fig. 1). 
South Africa. 
In academic circles, The Great Kalahari Debate began about 40 years 
ago in the burgeoning field of hunter-gatherer studies (Lee and DeVore 1968). 
It featured two opposing sides. The traditionalist view of Bushmen as avatars of 
prehistoric man appeared in a series of major field studies of Kalahari Bushmen, 
by Lorna Marshall (1976) and the Harvard Kalahari Research Group (Lee and 
DeVore 1976; Lee 1979; Solway and Lee 1990). The revisionist critique, dis-
puted the notion that living Bushmen constitute a model for the deep human past, 
and presented evidence that Bushmen have been part of a wider world of Iron Age 
pastoralists and colonial settlers for hundreds, if not thousands of years (Marks 
1972; Schrire 1980; Schrire 1984; Wilmsen and Denbowl990; Wilmsen 1989). 
The debate continues even today, probably persisting because its issues are 
complex and go to the heart of identity construction. At its root are the biological 
grounds for uniqueness. Genetic evidence suggests that Bushmen have the oldest 
history of continuous existence in Africa (Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman 2003). Deep 
biological continuities are seen between Bushmen foraging in the Kalahari around 
1980, and Holocene populations living on the shores of the Southern Cape up to 
8000 years ago. Both groups were small, thin, weaned their children relatively late 
in life, and practiced a marked sexual division of labor (Dewar and Pfeiffer 2004; 
Clayton et al. 2006; Stock and Pfeiffer 2004). Archaeological evidence also shows 
cultural continuities: Modem Kalahari Bushmen make beads, arrows and leather 
goods similar to those found in archaeological contexts dating back 40,000 years 
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(Deacon and Deacon 1999). One of the most challenging propositions links the 
prehistoric rock art of southern Africa with the legends of 19th century Bushmen 
to posit the existence of a Pan-San world with a widespread common religious and 
ideological identity (Lewis Williams 1990). 
The revisionist critique holds modem Bushmen life cannot be used as a 
proxy of the past because they are not a "People Without History" (Wolf 1982). 
Although their current, sad, political situation casts doubt on whether they have 
a future, they certainly have a historically attested past. There have been constant 
opportunities over the last thousand years for interaction with Bantu herders, and 
with European traders over the past three centuries. Archaeological surveys show 
repeated overlaps of Bushman foraging grounds and Iron Age encampments, and 
archival sources reveal a pattern of European trails dissecting the territories of 
the hunter-gatherers. Given that Bushmen were engaged for so long in herding, 
mining and trading - way beyond their "traditional" boundaries - how, ask the 
revisionists, can they be construed to represent prehistoric people in a manner 
more meaningful than any other human group (Wilmsen and Denbow 1990)? 
Richard Lee, the doyen of Bushman studies, addressed this proposition 
recently by shifting the goal posts that circumscribe identity. Instead of sticking 
to the principles defined in his early expeditions to the Kalahari, he now redefines 
Bushmen and other hunter-gatherers as opportunistic generalists. This echoes the 
assertions of the revisionists, but Lee is far from ready to follow their arguments to 
their logical conclusion, insisting as he does, that in spite of the changes imposed 
on and sought out by Bushmen through time, Bushmen are and will always be, 
the epitome of foragemess and the gold standard of hunter-gatherer identity in the 
anthropological world (Lee 2006). 
This is clearly a debate whose resolution is not close at hand, but that is 
neither here nor there. What matters is that its longevity, its persistence, and its 
passion are all point to the profound scholarly interest that attends on issues of 
Bushman cultural identity, 
With that in mind, we can now turn to the question of how this debate 
informs presentations of Bushman identity and heritage. I have chosen two 
presentations for analysis here. The first is the Bushman diorama that was installed 
at the South African Museum in Cape Town in 1960. The second is an installation 
called Miscast that was presented at the South African National Art Gallery in 
1996. Together they reveal changing perceptions of Bushmen in the intellectual as 
well as in the public eye. 
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The Bushman Diorama: IZIKO, South African Museum, Cape Town, 
1960-2001 
The Bushman diorama was installed in the South African Museum in Cape Town 
in 1960. It was amended in 1987, and finally shut down from public view in 2001 
(www.primeorigins.co.za/rock_art/news/diorama.htm). 
The history of its installation reveals very clearly how race was used to 
construct identity in a South African scientific institution over the past century. The 
1960 diorama was entitled "A Cape Bushman Camp in the Karoo". It consisted 
of the live casts of 13 Bushmen, posed in various stances atop a hill in the semi-
desert country of the Cape. The accompanying text read that it showed some of 
the activities of Bushmen and invited the viewer to imagine that the people were 
looking at a flock of birds overhead. The ages and hometown of the cast subjects 
were given, as was the name of their modeler, Mr. James Drury. Apart from noting 
that very few Bushmen still live in the Cape, no explanation was offered for their 
disappearance, nor was any description given of their present predicament. 
The diorama was the most dramatic presentation in the Museum. The 
people were not so much posed as transfixed. Their scant skin clothing and scattered 
artifacts spoke to simple and immediate needs. Beyond the camp, the hill fell off 
into a vista stretching way out beyond the horizon until bleached sand blended 
seamlessly with a pale blue sky. It showed a timeless place whose people lived in a 
timeless past. It trumped all other Museum dioramas in nearby rooms, (including 
a mongoose confronting a snake and a fossil tetrapod with blood dripping from its 
jaws). The Bushman diorama was pure theatre - a deliberately constructed artifact 
of imagined reality that transported the viewer into a mythical hunter-gatherer 
past. 
The history of the diorama has been contextual ized within South African 
science and museum practice (Davison 1991). From its inception in 1825, the South 
African Museum was concerned with the origins of the different races (Davison 
1991: 140-141; Dubow 1995; Summers 1975). Bushmen were of particular 
interest, firstly because they were thought to be the most primitive of all races, 
and secondly, because they were patently disappearing, dying, or changing into 
squatters and workers on colonists' farms. Seventy five years after its founding, 
the Museum addressed these concerns by mounting a project to ".. .obtain models 
from the living flesh which would enable the exact physical reproduction of the 
survivors of these nearly extinguished races" (SAM letterbook, 31 July 1907, 
quoted in Davison 1991:146). 
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Mr. James Drury, the Museum taxidermist, was dispatched to the 
northern Cape in 1907. His mandate was to find, photograph, measure, and cast 
the purest examples of the Bushman race. Officials were circulated and subjects 
were pinpointed in farms, towns and jails. Drury was instructed to pay particular 
attention to hair, shape of ears, skin color, and female genitalia, the latter in accord 
with a widespread interest in an alleged peculiarity of Hottentot women (Drury 
and Drennan 1926; Gilman 1985; Gordon 1992, Schrire 1996: 168-83). The 
casting and photography demanded that people be naked and while this did not 
present a problem where convicts were concerned, other people refused outright 
(Davison 1991; 147-8). The modeler traded gifts for compliance, supplying the 
Bushmen with cash, shirts, petticoats and knives, and purchasing such indigenous 
clothing and "curios" as they might have (ibid: 150). The outcome created a 
"typical" Bushman: small, brown, monoglottal, and lacking the outward material 
accoutrements of European and Bantu production, like clothes, knives, books and 
liquor. In replicating reality, the modeler invented a scientific ideal. 
In the small town of Prieska, Drury cast a group of 13 people who were 
being studied at the time by the anthropologist and philologist, Dorothea Bleek. Her 
photographs do not show the freedom of hunting and gathering, but they do reflect 
the grim face of grinding poverty and dispossession (Skotnes 1996: 23,191; www. 
lloydbleekcollection.uct.ac.za/dynapage.jsp?id=23) (fig. 2). Stripped naked, these 
Figure 2. Croup of/Xam Bushman, Prieska, 1911. Photo: Dorothea Bleek, courtesy 
Pippa Skotnes. 
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folk posed for the modeler: a woman with her arms akimbo, a man flexing a bow, 
an old woman asleep in a shelter, and a man squatting by the fire. A top security 
folder of photographs of some of these people resides today in the South African 
Museum archives. It is labeled "Bushman: genitalia" and a close examination 
reveals exactly what a narrow line separates legitimate anthropology from covert 
pornography (Schrire 1996:182). The casts were assembled and painted with such 
care that the sunburned areas not covered by their original Western clothes are 
Cleary visible. They were crammed into a glass case and labeled "Cape Bushmen: 
... the purest blooded representatives...practically extinct...(possibly) the same 
stock as the remote Upper Palaeolithic period..." (Davison 1991:153). 
In 1960, the casts were repositioned in the diorama, a device designed to 
conform to modern practice of situating animals in their natural surroundings. The 
exhibit was labeled "A Cape Bushman Camp in the Karoo". It made no reference 
to race, time or ancestry, simply noting that there were very few Bushmen left 
in the Cape, and that the viewer should imagine that the scene depicts people 
watching a large flock of birds (Davison 1991:159) (fig. 3). 
The Bushman diorama became the large, most popular installation in the 
Museum. Viewers were transfixed. Children squatted on the ground and squinted 
up to see where reality began and ended. Greasy handprints attested to their efforts 
Figure 3. Bushman Diorama, South African Museum c. 1980. 
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to enter the scene. Teachers and tourist guides trumpeted about the peculiarity of 
the Bushmen and how well they hunted for game. 
In the late 1980's, the revisionist view of Bushmen hunter-gatherers as 
players in a wider world of commerce and politics became incorporated into the 
diorama. An explanatory display. About the Diorama, was mounted alongside 
to explain how times had changed since Mr. Drury created the Bushmen casts 
(Davison 1991: 165-67). Timelessness was replaced by attributing a date of circa 
1800. Continual presence was countered by reminding the viewer that Bushmen 
such as these had been exterminated or incorporated in European settler society 
long ago. For all its worthy earnestness, the new installation was completely 
upstaged by the diorama itself. People continued to stare at the diorama and 
ignored its amendments. 
But a groundswell of resentment began to rise outside the installation. It 
emanated from intellectuals, politicians, community leaders and some Bushmen, 
all of whom saw the diorama as a dehumanizing leftover from the age of scientific 
racism and apartheid ideology. Ninety years after the casts were first shown, and 40 
years after they were first staged in a diorama, this, the most popular of all Museum 
shows, was closed down (www.primeorigins.co.za/rock_art/news/diorama.htm). 
How then were these sophisticated realizations raised so effectively? The answer 
is Miscast. 
Miscast: The South African National Gallery, 1996 
In 1990, South Africa entered the early stages of political and social transformation 
from apartheid to democracy. Visions of a New South Africa were heralded by 
the violence, joy, fear and hope. In 1996, the artist Pippa Skotnes, mounted an 
installation a stones' throw from the diorama, at the South African National 
Gallery. Miscast: Negotiating the Presence of the Bushmen, stood squarely in the 
heart of the times, seeking to present "...a critical and visual exploration of the 
term "Bushman" and the various relationships that gave rise to it" (Skotnes 1996: 
18). This demurely stated intention masked the wrenching content of the show 
itself. It contained two parallel themes: The first was the colonial onslaught that 
swept through the land, lives, language and bodies of the Bushmen, erasing their 
mythical landscapes and relegating them to a side branch on the tree of human 
evolution. The second emanated from an immense archive of Bushman language, 
memory and culture, collected between 1870-1956 by three scholars, Wilhelm 
Bleek, his daughter Dorothea, and his sister-in-law, Lucy Lloyd, that constituted 
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Figure 4. Miscast. 1 996. Photo: Pippa Skotnes. 
the sole record of the now-extinct /Xam people of the northern Cape, (Bleek, and 
Lloyd 1869-1889). 
Skotnes' avowed purpose was to use the Bleek-Lloyd archives to release 
Bushmen from their former role as simple producers of rock art and archaeological 
implements, and to present them instead as an intellectual force that shaped a 
complex cosmological vision of the world (Skotnes 2001:310). To achieve this she 
needed to outdo the immense appeal of presentations like the Bushman diorama, 
by relegating the obsession with Bushmen bodies back where it belonged, deep 
in the context of the evolution of anthropological science and its dark shadow of 
scientific racism. 
Miscast was striking, complicated, shocking and mundane, all at one and 
the same time. Contrasts abounded in storage boxes and scientific instruments 
used to categorize the Bushmen, and in small, intricate objects made by the 
Bushmen themselves. Thirteen new resin casts made from Drury's original 1911 
molds, echoed the title itself. They were displayed headless, like sacrifices to 
racial conformity, arrayed in a bizarre Last Supper (Skotnes 2001: 313). Guns and 
knives were set against small Bushman arrowheads and bags, and studio portraits 
of Bushmen contrasted shockingly with images of trophy heads mounted with 
glass eyes. Around the main room ran the lesson of contact, spelled out in the 
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Figure 5. Miscast. 1996. Photo: Pippa Skotnes. 
words of a Pacific historian: "There is now no Native past without the Stranger, 
no Stranger without the Native... There is no escape from the politics of our 
knowledge, but that politics is not in the past. That politics is in the present" (Den-
ing 1992: 178-9; Skotnes 2001; 314) (fig. 4). 
Miscast drew immense public interest from a wide audience including 
Khoisan people from rural South Africa, Botswana and Namibia. Its message was 
debated in academic journals, the popular press and on the floor of the installation. 
/Khomani Bushmen from the northern Cape debated their rights with Afrikaans 
speaking iHurikamma. Some groups resented being posited at all, so that one 
found White Afrikaners claiming Khoisan ancestry and Khoisan people clarifying 
their genetic and cultural distance from Bushmen (Skotnes 2001: 317). There were 
explosions of rage, guilt and shame at the casts, images and artifacts themselves and 
by extension, at the objectification of indigenous people. "Disrespect" was bandied 
around, especially where the floor of one room was concerned. Here, Skotnes had 
laid down large squares of linoleum printed with images of the public records, 
including newspaper clippings of legal cases and photographs of anthropological 
subjects. The layout gave an impression of a sea of confused information, and 
ocean of nonsense. Some Khoisan people felt it was "disrespectful" to walk on 
their own images. (Figure 5). 
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Miscast focused attention so relentlessly on museums that even the most 
sensible folk could be forgiven for imagining that the contents of their storerooms 
probably outdid Bluebeard's Chamber. A wave of anti-scientism proclaimed that 
casting, measuring, exposing, classifying, and naming should never happen again. 
It became difficult to separate science from victimization, categorization from 
objectification. From there, it was an easy run to address the most popular standing 
exhibition in the South African Museum, the Bushman diorama. It had to go. 
Conclusion 
The debate about the diorama quickened in the aftermath of Miscast. The deputy 
director of the Museum insisted that Khoisan viewers liked the diorama because 
it did not victimize the Bushmen (Davison 1998:159). Skotnes countered that 
the diorama never represented Bushmen at all, being a 19th century freak show 
(Skotnes 2001:319). The diorama grew increasingly offensive once people realized 
that there were two museums in Cape Town. One was a natural history mu-seum 
with fossils and wildlife and the other a repository for European cultural history. 
It was one thing for the natural history museum to house archaeological artifacts 
and ethnographic collections, but quite another to have human casts of people 
with names. The very presence of Bushmen in a natural history museum was 
an anathema, confirming all the dire consequences that Miscast had so cleverly 
shown to emanate from scientific racism. 
In 2001, the director of the South African Museum closed the diorama, 
leaving visitors to hurtled round the corner from the entrance desk to a boarded 
up wall. Today, the space near the diorama hosts a small remnant of the Miscast 
exhibition, presenting the contribution of Wilhelm Bleek and Lucy Lloyd to 
Bushman studies. Viewers are free to view a major rock art exhibition featuring, 
among other things, casts of Bushman rock engravings from the hunting grounds 
of the former/Xam. Here one might learn about new interpretations of rock art and 
gaze upon a 70,000-year-old lump of engraved ochre that constitutes the oldest 
piece of art in the world. 
It is all very instructive. But it isn't the same as falling off the edge of the Bushman 
world from the rocks of the old diorama. 
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COMMUNICATING HERITAGE IN SAPMI: 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT 
AND INDIGENOUS IDENTIFICATION IN 
NORTHERN SWEDEN 
Lena Holm 
Umea University, Sweden 
"Everybody uses the past in order to create a 
sense of community or collective identification." 
Thomas Hylland Eriksen 
ANCIENT monuments and cultural heritage organisations are significant parts in the processes of cultural affiliation. The several hundred year 
long antiquarian tradition in Sweden was a useful contribution to the creation of 
national identity. As a Swedish archaeologist, one is socialized into a discourse 
where national, traditional heritage is obvious. In the mythical ideas about the 
past of the 17th century, in the antiquarian mindset of the 18th century, and 
during the following centuries when modem archaeology was established, there 
has been an interest which is connected to the birth of the nation state (Baudou 
2004:33ff). This tradition originated in agrarian landscapes, with highly visible, 
often monumental remains. This approach and its underlying values have become 
normative for both archaeologists involved in cultural heritage management 
and the public. In other landscapes, in this case the landscapes of pastoralists 
and hunter-gatherers, ancient monuments are of a different nature, considerably 
less visible and situated in other topographical areas. In these landscapes we 
encounter different economies, societal structures and attitudes to landscape and 
the past. The question is what kind of symbolic value these ancient monuments, 
both prehistoric and historic, have in socializing processes such as, for instance, 
creation of identity. In the capacity as administrator and keeper of archaeological 
resources, cultural heritage management has been significant for the socialization 
process that national identification entails. What effects do these long national 
traditions of heritage management have on local indigenous affiliations in northern 
pastoral and hunting grounds? 
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This study is founded on the idea that there are past and present conceptions 
concerning the multivocality of prehistories and ancient monuments created in 
local and national traditions and hi story-writing. Ancient monuments can be 
regarded as collective memories with various meanings. They can be regarded 
as physical memories in landscapes and, as such, are part of a mythical context 
with great symbolic values concerning how to achieve a sense of belonging, a 
collective identification, both externally and internally (cf. Eriksen 1996:49ff; 
Holm 2005). From a historical perspective, interpretations have varied throughout 
history, which is a fact noticeable especially in the theoretical discussion of 
recent years. Anthropological issues of creation of identity, among others cultural 
identification, point towards the symbolic meanings involved in social as well as 
individual processes (see for example Cohen 1985; Hall & Du Gay 1997; Roosens 
1990). In this case, a northern perspective of regional indigenous identifications 
are significant and at hand (Odner 2000, Irimoto & Takako 2004). Also various 
perspectives of values, as for example use of cultural heritage in indigenous 
contexts and landscapes and how indigenous identifications are effected by early 
colonial contacts, point out the universality of this problem (Schrire 2002; Brown 
2003). 
The question is how national and regional organisations of cultural heritage 
management influence indigenous awareness in Sapmi, northern Sweden. What 
impact does the long tradition of national identification in agrarian environments 
have for regional identification in pastoral landscapes and on hunting grounds? 
In order to approach these issues, this paper aims to introduce the 
settings and give an overall discussion before describing in more detail a project 
entitled "The present past: the creation of identification through northern ancient 
monuments and heritage organisations." 
The Sites and their Cultural/Economic Settings 
Compared to those of southern regions, northern ancient monuments often are of 
non-monumental character and situated in different topographical areas due to 
both prehistoric and historic economic conditions. Traditional reindeer herding 
and husbandry in forest and mountain regions goes back to at least two thousand 
years and are now highly stressed by modem economic factors, such as for example 
forestry. Traditionally, hunting and fishing were important together with reindeer 
husbandry. Historically, life among the Mountain-Sami culture was characterised 
by seasonal mobility and pastoralism from the forests to the mountain areas 
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while the Forest-Sami culture was semi-nomadic and did not make long seasonal 
movements. 
In short, ancient monuments and those of cultural historic interest in 
Sapmi are hitherto registered and foremost situated in Lapland, the interior of 
Sweden, both in the forest and mountain regions (fig 1). The known ancient and 
historical monuments of the Sami from the last two millennia are sacrificial sites, 
graves, hoards, remains of dwellings and of forest and mountain reindeer herding 
as well as hunting activities. For a more detailed presentation see Mulk (1997). 
Figure 1. 
Sacrificial sites had a significant symbolic value with offerings of prestige 
metal objects in religious and votive contexts. These sites are found both in 
the high mountains as well as in the forests of interior northern Sweden. Often 
they are monumental, conspicuously situated, close to or on natural formations 
of special interest, as on holy the mountain Atoklimpen (fig. 2). The dwelling 
remains at sites are situated both below and above the present tree-limit (fig. 3). 
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These remnants can be primarily described as ^aef/e(English: Sami hut, Swedish: 
kata) in various stages of disintegration or as foundations, and in most cases seen 
as open hearths and inconspicuous foundations. Other foundations found above 
the tree-limit are the so called Stallo settlements (fig. 4). Graves are heterogeneous 
in character with burials in underground earth graves, in caves and stone cists. A 
special type of ancient monument is the bear grave. The bear was a holy animal 
that was after its death part of ceremonies and finally buried with all the bones in 
order. 
Prehistoric and historic sites in the interior of northern Sweden are to 
a certain part threatened by modem forestry. The modern machinery ruins and 
destroys hundreds of sites, both registered and unregistered, every week. This 
is a serious problem concerning these less visible monuments, such as hearths 
and dwelling remnants. Sites and monuments of the traditional reindeer-herding 
economy are subjected to these processes. In the mountains, above the tree-limit, 
we face other problems. Here, tourism and to some extent modem reindeer herding 
are two major factors. 
The National Cultural Resource Organisation 
Swedish cultural heritage management is empowered by the Act on ancient 
monuments with responsibilities in the process of community planning, 
preservation, documentation and legal management. The National Heritage Board 
has the general and overall supervision, while the main responsibility for the legal 
supervision rests with each county administrative board (Holm 2000). This means 
that both county and the heritage organisation are close to sites and monuments as 
well as people. The northern counties also have reindeer and Sami issues on the 
agenda, while cultural heritage to a large extent has regional features supervised 
by county administrations. 
However, in recent centuries, stories and overviews of national history 
and prehistory in both texts and illustrations still primarily describe heritage 
conditions in the southern regions. Generally, one can say, that churches, castles, 
manors and public buildings dominate the presentations. This circumstance has 
been obvious in official and public works such as surveys, preservation programs 
and national cultural heritage management information. 
In one of three areas of interest for the "Present Past" project, large 
areas have been defined as an area of national interest and a cultural park (in 
contrast to a national park). This first cultural park of Sami culture and interest is 
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Figure 2. 
supervised by the county administration. But a controversial point is that the sites 
and monuments in this area are the products of earlier and culturally different 
populations from the contemporary inhabitants. 
The Question of Identification 
The past has been, and is, significant regardless of archaeological presence or 
absence. In postmodern discourse the concept of identification is of fundamental 
importance and is ascribed great significance in various socialising processes 
where it is important to concretise one's own sense of belonging and social 
context. Identification is constructed in the cultural-social sphere where history 
and the historical identity of a specific place are in focus. Archaeological cultural 
heritage is supposed to play an important part in the identification processes, not 
only in the form of significance of ancient remains, but also as part of the usage of 
cultural heritage in various contexts. 
Similar to other concepts, identification is multilayered and cannot 
be simply described or defined, since it is described as a dynamic, many-sided 
process and not as a permanent condition. A way to approach the problem is 
to presume that identification takes place in a relational manner, meaning that 
individuals or groups of people understand their own sense of belonging because 
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Figure 3. 
of, or as opposed to, others. Furthermore, it can be described in a situational way, 
suggesting that the sense of belonging changes and various identifications are 
used in different contexts and situations. There is a dynamic in the emergence of 
groups (Eriksen 1996). The latter presupposes that people experience boundaries. 
The point of departure is that creation of identification from the significance of 
ancient remains and cultural heritage organisations is relational and situational in 
a historic sense. 
In this perspective Bourdieu's theory of the importance of habitus and its 
effects on people's lives, but above all the idea of cultural and symbolic capital, 
is an attractive approach (Bourdieu 1977). The system of dispositions from which 
we act and orient ourselves in our social context is acquired during the processes 
of socialisation into a social space and thus is a contribution to the reproduction or 
change of the social world (Webb et. al. 2002:36). Social experiences, collective 
memories and ways of thinking have been shaped by the life thus far lived, which 
governs ideas and practices. The role of habit, and above all, of tradition, influences 
our opinions and ways of acting, both now and from a historical point of view. 
National and general cultural values and attitudes are transferred to everyone who 
grows up in communities that claim a common, shared history where the past is 
present. It is the issue concerning which sort of history one learns. 
Cultural and symbolic capital are a necessity since they constitute values. 
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Figure 4. Stallo settlements. 
assets and resources valuable to have in social networks, either as symbolic 
or material assets. In short, symbolic capital is the most fundamental concept 
of Bourdieu's sociology. It is based on beliefs about certain people and social 
phenomena. It is what is recognised by social groups as valuable and is awarded 
value. We can understand cultural capital as being symbolic assets tied to written 
language and the development of national institutions. Institutions and laws, but 
also venerable institutions and use of language are examples of cultural capital 
(Webb et.al. 2002). 
Here symbolic and cultural are tied to the history of heritage management 
with representatives and antiquarians who include them in their professions, in 
meetings with people within and outside the institutions of written language. This 
perspective is also the basis for the assumption that has characterised written 
documents and the entire public opinion about cultural heritage. When it comes 
to local involvement, traditions considered valuable to the survival of the group 
or the culture and are passed on as attitudes, constitute the symbolic value. The 
official attitude is maintained with cultural capital. 
Through cultural heritage individuals can handle a social life because 
of the fact that cultural heritage is symbolic of the significance of belonging to 
place and time. This type of argument becomes a basis for questions conceming 
how identifications are interpreted in a historical process. It is then cultural and 
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symbolic capital that carry meaning also outside the written conventions, where 
the symbolic value is kept in an "embodied state." Cultural and symbolic capitals 
are thus tied to the issue of the importance for cultural context to the identification 
process and how individuals become who they are, and how values and knowledge 
are attained. 
Heritage and Project Challenge 
As mentioned above, the past has been, and is, significant regardless of 
archaeological presence or absence. The production of identification from the 
significance of ancient monuments and heritage management organisations are 
relational and situational from a historical indigenous perspective, at the same 
time as management organisations rely on more authorised statements such as 
jurisdiction and decrees. In that sense ancient monuments are not timeless ideals. 
In Sapmi, different landscapes, different economies and cultures result in different 
ancient monuments and create different attitudes compared to southern regions. 
Without predicting all the results of the "Present Past" project, I can 
say that its objectives have shown to be more complex than expected. There are 
several aspects of indigenous identification to take into consideration. At the same 
time, the national management organisations both take part in heritage projects, 
but also are obliged and bounded by acts and decrees. 
The symbolic values of and aspects of affiliation and identification by 
ancient and historical monuments tend in a sense to be more a political issue, 
meeting modem processes and demands, independent of the long national 
tradition of history-writing. The concept of "my land... the paths of my ancestors," 
as expressed by one of the informants, includes the historical dimension of 
identification. But it also expresses an indigenous self-awareness of enrichment 
directed outwardly towards scholarship and the national establishment. 
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THE IMPLICATION OF OWNERSHIP OF 
KARANIS: A DYNAMIC APPROACH TO SITE 
MANAGEMENT IN EGYPT 
Jolanda E.M.F. Bos 
Past2Present-ArcheoLogic, The Netherlands 
THE Graeco-Roman town of Karanis (Kom Aushim) in Egypt was partially excavated at the beginning of the twentieth century by the University of 
Michigan. The excavations had the character of a rescue operation, since the 
archaeologists were attempting to save the site from the actions of the industrially 
organized Sebakhin - local farmers who dug and carted away mud brick of 
ancient buildings to use as fertilizer on their fields. The town subsequently yielded 
very important archaeological information and its remains were characterized by 
excellent preservation of organic materials, including many papyrus fragments. 
The excavators did not rebury the site and over the past eighty years, the previously 
well preserved mud brick buildings have seen a rapid deterioration due to wind 
erosion, precipitation damage and physical detriment by visitors. Currently a site 
management project is being initiated. The purpose of this project is to develop a 
management document and implement a holistic management approach. 
New Developments in Fayum 
The purpose of this management plan is the protection and conservation of the 
Karanis monuments in situ, combined with presentation and education for both 
local and foreign visitors. But in the process of formulating this project many 
questions arose. For instance: what should site management of Karanis encompass 
and why? Should for instance the scope only be tourist management or also 
archaeological resource management? Who should be initiating this management 
and how can it be implemented into local or national policy in Egypt? Who has 
the (intellectual) responsibility for this site? Who will, and has the right to care 
for the archaeological resource management? And is the intellectual responsibility 
connected closely to who provides the finances? Re-evaluation of the management 
plan is another problem. How can we ensure that the plan will be a dynamic 
but binding document for the future, without it being adopted too rigid? These 
questions were dealt with during the conference 'Who owns the Past' and newly 
shaped ideas that came into being will be presented below. 
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Setting and Current Management 
The ruins of the Graeco-Roman 
town of Karanis (Kom Aushim) are 
located in the northwest of Egypt, 
directly to the northeast of the Fayum 
depression. This town, in the arid 
desert zone overlooking the Fayum 
flood plain, was occupied between 
the third century BC and the fifth 
century AD. This multiperiod site 
holds vestiges from both Greek rule 
as well as from the Roman occupation 
in Egypt. After the end of the Roman 
Figure 1. Map Indicating the location of period, organised settlement in the 
Karanis.
 a r e a s e e m s j 0 have ceased almost 
completely. The site is situated in an area with no evidence of continuing habitation 
from the Roman period to the present day. The nearest town is approximately ten 
kilometres away. 
Only a few decades ago, a museum was built next to the monuments, 
together with service points (Karanis cafeteria) for hosting potential visiting 
tourists. However, nowadays the Karanis Cafeteria and other tourist facilities are 
no longer maintained and only the museum can still be visited. It houses a col-
lection of antiquities that represents all time periods of Egyptian history, with some 
emphasis on the Fayum. The museum does not specifically represent finds from 
Karanis, but was based on the philosophy that local museums should educate the 
local population in the broader heritage of Egypt. The new policy of the Egyptian 
Supreme Council of Antiquities (SCA) is to decentralise the display of museum 
finds throughout Egypt and to (re)locate them in local museums, to ensure local 
benefit of the archaeological riches. Economically, however, the region of Karanis 
does not yet profit from the vast monumental site in the area. It is only rarely 
visited by tourists, most of whom are Egyptian, since the site is not situated on the 
main traffic route going south. The site itself is owned by the Egyptian Ministry 
of Culture and managed by the Supreme Council of Antiquities (SCA). 
Mediterranean Sea 
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Figure 2. Ruins of the Craeco-Roman town looking south towards the Fayum flood plain. 
Research History and Locational Information 
As mentioned above, the vast archaeological site of Karanis, built largely of 
mud brick, was excavated at the beginning of the last century (Boak 1933; Boak 
and Peterson 1931; Husselman 1979). The University of Michigan excavated 
the ancient remains of this town, which were at that time largely untouched by 
archaeologists. Most of the archaeological research was done in a time when local 
farmers or sebakhin dug the ancient mud brick remains to be used as fertilizer on 
their lands. Therefore much of the research done at that time can be considered 
rescue archaeology avant la lettre. Many of the buildings were removed after 
excavation, as can be seen when comparing the excavation report with the remains 
at the site. After the Michigan expedition, the sebakhin gradually became a less 
serious threat with the introduction of artificial fertilizer to the area. The remnants 
of the Roman past remained as they were for the next three decades. The next 
archaeological work there took place in the 1970s, when the Supreme Council 
of Antiquities, in cooperation with a French team, excavated part of the outskirts 
of the city and re-stored some of the stone buildings in the area. Since then, no 
archaeological activity has taken place. 
Presently the University of California at Los Angeles (U.S.A.) and the 
Rijksuniversiteit Groningen (the Netherlands) are working in the area of Fayum 
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Figure 3. A comparison is being made of the maps drawn after excavations and the 
remains still visible today. 
with a diachronic research approach to agricultural development from prehistoric 
times to the present day. The ancient town of Karanis is located within their 
research area. While working next to the ancient monuments the question arose 
to members of the international team: can we leave such an important site to 
the elements without properly taking care of it? Is it not the duty of any foreign 
mission working in Egypt to try and preserve the heritage located within their 
working permit? Excavating the town's remains was not a goal of the expedition, 
conservation of the town remains fit in with the regional approach. It was thus 
decided that a management tool should be developed not only for the duration of 
the current project, but also for future archaeologists to preserve and protect the 
remains. 
Conserving the Significance of the Graeco-Roman Town 
It was decided that a site management plan would be the appropriate tool to 
handle the problems of Karanis's conservation. But what should such a document 
encompass? What should be seen as the potential of the site or the central focus 
of its management? A lack of sufficient numbers of visitors led to the closing of 
the main tourist facility buildings in the recent past. A suggestion posed to the 
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author during the Ename colloquium was that perhaps for that reason the main 
focus of Karanis should not be mass tourism, which is concentrated mainly in 
the Nile valley. Other forms of tourism and the archaeological potential of the 
ancient monuments should be considered the true significance of the site. But if 
we are considering the archaeological potential of the town, what then is its main 
significance and how should we manage the resources that embody it? To be able 
to answer that question, we should first establish the archaeological significance 
of the area. 
Due to its extremely favourable preservation conditions, Karanis, yielded 
a wealth of archaeological remains in the earlier excavations. Karanis was 
particularly famous for the preservation of perishable organic materials, more 
specifically, its papyrus remains (Grenfell, Hunt and Hogarth 1900). These docu-
ments were collected during the early excavations in great numbers. Nowadays 
the archaeological focus has shifted from these documents to ancient botanical 
and zoological remains, which have also been excellently preserved in the arid 
condition. For the present expedition the true merit of this site is its sensitive 
conservation in combination with archaeobotanical and zooarchaeological 
research. The present expedition of the UCLA and RUG are studying the finds 
from Karanis that were collected during the early excavations and are now in 
storerooms and museums in Michigan and Cairo. 
It is known from ancient sources that Karanis functioned as a transhipment 
area for the enormous amounts of grain produced in Egypt in the Roman era, to 
other places in the Roman Empire. This provided our most important insight into 
Graeco-Roman culture in Egypt's rural areas. But apart from the study of the 
preserved botanical material, there are obviously other, still untouched research 
subjects in Karanis. One of the newly discovered archaeological opportunities are 
the mills that cover the surface of the site. Recently these artefacts were identified 
not as grain mills but rather as mills most probably used in the production of olive 
oil. This is just one indication of the significance and potential this site still holds, 
even though much has been destroyed in the past century by different factors 
presented above and in the following section. The full potential of the town as a 
research object is thus still underestimated but will need to be a substantial part of 
the management plan. 
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Taking Stock: Heritage Challenges and Constraints in the Karanis 
Area 
No preservation measures were taken after the exposure of the remains by 
the Michigan excavations. This was due to the fear that the sebakhin would 
eventually take all mud brick remains after the expedition left the site. (Indeed 
the Sebakhin dug several meter deep holes in and between the ancient remains, 
making reburial of the site an almost impossible undertaking). Yet the threat 
passed and houses remained exposed for over more than 80 years without proper 
protection. Nowadays, most of what was once unearthed is lost or heavily affected 
- not by the sebakhin - but by precipitation and wind erosion. Today, when 
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conservation measures are considered, the condition of the mud brick is one of 
the big constraints at the site. An additional problem is one of sheer scale. The 
town encompasses almost one square kilometre, although the exact boundaries of 
the town are unknown and the periphery of the site will need to be surveyed in 
the future in order to determine the true extension of Karanis. Other conservation 
threats include local pollution and the minimal tourist management, which leaves 
the visitor free access to all remains, regardless of the bad state of preservation 
and does not inform the tourists on the possible consequences of their trespassing 
on the brittle remains. Damage to the monuments is therefore considerable. 
Controlling this damage and conserving the fragile remains of Karanis will now 
be an enormous, if not impossible, operation. Choices will need to be made. A 
conservation triage will need to be set up and various parts of the town will need 
to be treated differently. 
Figure 5. Wind erosion on the lower portion of mud brick walls. 
The Karanis Site Management Project 
In order to try and manage and possibly reduce the above mentioned effects on 
the site remains and in order to be able to make well based choices, we must 
establish the preservation state, the different threats and their effects on the 
remains. What are the town's weaknesses and what elements are influencing the 
site? Only when we establish this, can we decide on the focus and possibilities 
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Figure 6 .Early morning mist between the buildings of Karanis causes damage to the 
monuments. 
for future management. This bottom-up approach will enable us to determine the 
present state of preservation and the largest threats on the site before deciding 
on possibilities of restraint. There are two kinds of influences on the site, those 
caused by natural factors and those caused by human factors. An estimation of 
their extent will be made by several management assessment tools. 
Natural factors of threat. First of all it is our goal to be able to compare 
the remains of nineteenth century Karanis with modem documentation. This will 
be done with the aid of a three dimensional virtual reality model which includes 
photographs of both periods. This model of the site will be produced by the 
Experiential Technology Center at UCLA. Secondly, monitoring the degradation 
and present state of the ancient remains is another relevant tool (Wendrich, Bos 
2006). The Free University of Amsterdam will in the future study and monitor 
the degradation processes at the site. It has been argued that much more research 
needs to be done to gain full understanding of the degradation mechanisms in 
order to constrain influences (Kars 1997). For Egypt this is most certainly the 
case. Mud brick specialists will be determining the present conditions of the walls 
of the buildings. Here photographs made by the University of Michigan, from the 
beginning of the twentieth century will be compared to the present state of the 
walls. This research will determine the state of affairs in present day Karanis, it 
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will determine the archaeological values of the site in order to be able to define 
the future research and management strategies and choices. All these results will 
be incorporated in a conservation plan, based on a costs analysis of large scale 
conservation. 
Human factors of threat. This group of threats can be divided into the 
influences of visiting tourists and of archaeological work at the site. So far there are 
hardly any instruments developed to monitor and guide visitors at the site. Some 
of the measures that will be taken can be described as follows: enhancement and 
enrichment of the visitor experience, raising the interest for the site and its history, 
and clarifying the need for protection of this and other Egyptian sites. The SCA 
has plans for the establishment of a Fayum Mummy Portrait Museum at Karanis. 
In addition, the old University of Michigan excavation house can be restored or 
rebuilt to house a visitor's centre that highlights Karanis and its position in the 
development of Graeco-Roman Fayum. Management of visitor movements will 
need to be done in order to minimize further mechanical damage to the ancient 
remains even in the event of few visitors; controlling the pressure of tourists on 
specific parts of the site by guiding visitors away from vulnerable areas through 
clear routing and signage. The effects of new developments in Fayum, such as the 
building of a mummy portrait museum will still need to be estimated. The present 
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Figure 8. May mud bricks in Karanis are poorly preserved. 
state of preservation of the site will need to be determined. Borders of the site will 
need to be established and the possible remains in the destroyed areas will need to 
be reviewed. This will in the 2006 season be done by a magnetometric survey. 
From an archaeological viewpoint, as we saw before, Karanis still holds 
a considerable potential. However, just what this potential encompasses, still 
needs to be determined. What does the archaeological field consider to be the 
true value of the town? This may have shifted in the past century. Scholars will 
be approached to address management tools such as future research agendas. The 
management of the archaeological resources for present and future research will 
then be determined by an oversight board. Archaeological resource management 
remains largely undiscussed in Egyptian archaeology. We can learn from other 
archaeological fields, like the English counterpart, where colleagues have written 
extensively on the subject (Hunter and Ralston 1993). 
The Karanis Approach to Site Management in Egypt 
The project goals have been described above in their different stages, with 
relevant assessment and management tools. This does not imply however, that we 
have answered all the questions on heritage ownership and responsibility. Who 
owns Karanis is still a valid question. In the course of the discussion launched in 
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Ghent during the Ename colloquium, the area-specific management and value-
based choices on what to preserve and what not the preserve, arose as one of the 
answers to the challenges this site poses. A research agenda is another fundamental 
challenge. As we have seen, in order to come to a well-founded research agenda or 
assignment of specific activity areas, we must bring together a number of experts 
in the field. This immediately demonstrates how many international experts can 
be considered as stakeholders and how much we are addressing world heritage 
in Karanis as opposed to merely Egypt's national heritage. The local population 
of Fayum, the tourists visiting the site, the SCA as well as foreign experts, are all 
responsible for the preservation of Karanis. The outcome of the management plan 
must be that each one be made aware of the need for cooperation and aware of 
his or her responsibility. Even though Karanis is legally owned by the Egyptian 
government, its intellectual ownership is held by many, if not by all of us. 
This also brings us to the integrated, holistic approach to site management. 
Not only the traditional damage caused by tourism must be managed, but also 
archaeological and environmental influences must be controlled to the extent 
possible. The values of the site, the strategy of archaeological fieldwork and 
even methodology must be considered in the management plan. Value-based 
management as was presented in the Getty workshop "Management Planning for 
Archaeological Sites" held in Corinth, Greece in 2000 (Teutonico and Palumbo 
2002) will support the integral approach as each party will be able to take its share 
in responsibility by assigning importance to the site. And while establishing the 
different values of Karanis, also differently valuated areas can be assigned for 
different purposes or activities. Herein lies the true novelty of this management 
approach for Egypt, for this may not only satisfy every stakeholder involved, but 
is may also tackle financial problems of such large heritage sites in Egypt. 
To enable us to make these kind of decisions we must do a thorough 
assessment and monitoring of the site's condition, which will require periodic 
revision of the management tools as well. Any site management plan should be 
available at all times to be used by stakeholders and researchers involved, the 
process and management assessment should be transparent. A dynamic approach, 
periodic evaluation and updating will need hitherto unconventional methods of 
publication. Modern means like the Internet will hopefully enable us to keep the 
management plan updated and available to stakeholders at all times. But it will 
also facilitate discussion, maintain the dynamic character and thus sustain the plan 
and hopefully bind all parties involved to the site management and ownership of 
Karanis. 
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CLASSICAL ARCHAEOLOGY AND LOCAL 
COMMUNITIES: SETTING UP ARCHAEO-
LOGICAL PARKS IN THE ITALIAN REGION OF 
APULIA 
Cert-Jan Burgers 
Free University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands 
IDENTIFICATION with classical, Graeco-Roman culture has played a fundamental role in shaping western society. As an extension of this, western 
society has come to view itself as the legitimate keeper of the Graeco-Roman 
heritage. Classical scholars have been crucial in substantiating this identification. 
This is particularly true of classical archaeologists who literally appropriated Greek 
and Roman material culture, shipping it to western Europe in order to celebrate 
the glory of an imagined past. Illuminating in this regard is the statement of Lord 
Elgin, who held that he had stripped the Parthenon and brought its marbles to 
Britain "wholly for the purpose of securing to Great Britain, and through it to 
Europe in general, the most effectual possible knowledge and means of improving, 
by the excellence of Grecian art" (quoted from Bahn 1996, 64). 
^ 
D 25 km 
Figure 1. The Salento peninsula in Apulia. Sites mentioned in the text. 
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In recent decades, such claims have increasingly been challenged. First, 
classical scholars themselves have deconstructed the "Graeco-Roman roots" 
concept as a foundation myth of western civilization, a myth that served to 
legitimize the civilizing mission of Euro-pean colonialism (e.g. Morris 1994; 
van Dommelen 1995; Lomas 1996). Second, Graeco-Roman material culture is 
increasingly being claimed by national and local communities in Greece, Italy 
and elsewhere as their legitimate heritage. These challenges call for a thorough 
reflection on the future of classical studies. In this article, my focus is on the future 
of classical archaeology. 1 will argue that modem classical archaeologists still 
have much to contribute to the heritage issue, amongst other things by conducting 
field work, providing the results to the relevant authorities and engaging also the 
local communities. 
New Narratives 
One way out of the dilemma posed by the post-colonial critique can be found 
in scientific studies. In their narratives, modern classical archaeologists no 
longer approach the Graeco-Roman world as an ideal society. Instead, they take 
a cultural-relativist perspective and view it as one of the many civilizations in 
world history. Moreover, they have come to include the history of non-Greek/ 
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Roman populations and of non-elite groups throughout the entire multicultural 
Mediterranean basin, doing fieldwork in even the most remote landscapes. As an 
example, I will highlight the fieldwork project I have undertaken in the region of 
Apulia, in the deep south or mezzogiorno of Italy on behalf of the Archaeological 
Centre of Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam (fig. 1). 
Figure 3. Excavations at the site of Mure Tenente. Foun-
dation walls of ancient domestic quarter. 
The south of Italy abounds with large fortified ancient strongholds, 
hidden beneath the surface of fertile agricultural land. However, since most of 
them are neither Roman nor Greek but indigenous Italic, classical archaeologists 
did not pay them much attention until recently. This change of focus accompanied 
the shift in paradigm described above. Now these sites are generally considered 
hallmarks of a prosperous indigenous society that only perished when it was 
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incorporated into the Roman world in the 4th and 3rd centuries BC. Excavations 
have proved that many of the sites had even acquired urban characteristics by that 
time, as is the case at Muro Tenente and Li Castelli di San Pancrazio Salentino 
(e.g. Burgers & Yntema 1999; Maruggi & Burgers 2001). These sites are located 
on the Salento peninsula, which, according to ancient texts, was the homeland of 
the indigenous people of the Messapi. Our fieldwork at these sites has revealed a 
change from small dispersed hut compounds to nucleated settlements with urban 
characteristics such as rationally organized domestic quarters, formal cemeteries 
and monumental fortifications (figs. 1-5). Moreover, the landscape around these 
sites was also increasingly being settled and more intensively cultivated. Seeking 
to explain these changes from a sociological perspective, we have emphasized 
the heterogeneity of the local social contexts, consisting of a range of groups, 
differentiated according to factors such as status, sex and age. These groups 
redefined material culture and rearranged the local landscape in order to negotiate 
identity and socio-political status (Burgers 1998, 2005). 
Figure 4. Muro Tenente. Computerized reconstruction of excavated domestic quarter. 
New Heritage Claims: Exploring our Responsibilities 
While classical archaeologists have given much thought to new types of scientific 
narrative, their attitudes towards the national and local claims that 1 mentioned 
above remain relatively uncharted territory. In their wish to distance themselves 
from the colonialist paradigm, many have detached themselves completely from 
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Figure 5. Muro Tenente. Ancient fort i f ication wall. 
the heritage issue. Such an attitude, of course, is totally different from that of Lord 
Elgin and his contemporaries. Having abandoned identification with the classical 
myth, the new generations of classical archaeologists have distanced themselves 
from the care of the sites they excavate and the landscapes in which they carry 
out their field surveys; the key word nowadays seems to be alienation rather 
than appropriation. I contend that this is an escapist attitude and that classical 
archaeology still has much to contribute to the heritage debate. 
Of course, foreign archaeologists doing fieldwork in the Mediterranean 
are relative outsiders. Nevertheless, 1 hold that, from a global perspective, they 
share the responsibility for the care of the sites they have excavated. These sites 
are part of world history. Specific sites and landscapes have been selected for 
the UNESCO World Heritage list as universally significant (e.g. Matera; fig. 
1). According to the UNESCO perspective, such sites belong to all the peoples 
of the world, irrespective of the territory on which they are located. But even 
apart from the UNESCO list, I would contend that classical archaeologists, as 
specialists, are co-responsible for the conservation of the sites they study and 
also for the transmission of these sites to future generations, regardless of their 
nationality. Clearly, this does not mean a return to the days of Lord Elgin. We 
cannot appropriate these landscapes and sites to celebrate the glory of our global 
perspective. In my view, the archaeologist's responsibility lies in his interaction 
with local and national communities. 
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My second argument builds on this first point. Although these 
archaeological sites may belong to mankind, in practice, they are legally and 
emotionally part of the territory of local and national groups. We cannot simply 
appeal to the universal significance of our academic studies, carry out excavations, 
run away with our field notes and leave others to clear up after us. We must respect 
the openness of the archaeological authorities who let us work in their districts and 
of the villagers who let us dig their fields. In my experience, such respect creates a 
climate in which both the archaeological and municipal authorities are more than 
willing to cooperate; they are well aware that the data gathered by fieldworkers, 
be they na-tional or foreign, is crucial in order to safeguard the sites investigated. 
Field Work and Information Flow 
If we agree on the responsibilities of modem classical archaeologists, what role 
can they play? How should these responsibilities be expressed in practical terms? 
First, it is important to continue doing fieldwork. Excavations and field surveys 
are still vital instruments with which to inventory the archaeology of a region and 
to evaluate the state of its conservation. Although fieldwork tends to be guided 
primarily by scientific questions, the fact that most projects go on for years and 
even decades, allows research questions to be combined with heritage aims. In 
this respect too, our Apulian fieldwork may serve as an example. In the spring 
of 2006, we investigated the entire territory of the modem town of Cisternino 
on the Murge tableland (fig. 1). The town is drawing up a development plan and 
is obliged to invest in an inventory of the archaeological sites within its limits. 
The Soprintendenza Archeologica della Puglia commissioned Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam to carry out this work. We accepted the job because the inventory 
not only serves to protect sites against urban and agrarian expansion, but it also 
provides valuable information for our research. As a matter of fact, investigating 
the Murge tableland was among the goals we had already set ourselves at the 
outset of an initial five-year research plan. Undertaking this task at this time was 
therefore most appropriate; we consider it one of our primary responsibilities to 
ensure that the interests of research and heritage coincide wherever possible. 
A second major responsibility of modem classical archaeological 
fieldworkers relates to information flow. Their data have to be made public to the 
academic community through scientific publications but it is equally important that 
they should be made available to the heritage authorities in such a way as to allow 
them to take appropriate steps to protect the sites. Moreover, it is my contention 
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that the information flow should also include the local communities which have 
traditionally been denied a claim to these sites and to the Graeco-Roman heritage 
in general. In the remaining section of this paper, I will specifically focus on this 
last issue, drawing once again on my own experience of the fieldwork project in 
Apulia. 
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam's fieldwork in Italy is not only geared 
towards scientific narratives. We also consider it our responsibility to involve the 
local communities whose fields we have been trampling down and excavating. To 
inform them about what we are doing, we have organized school visits, guided 
tours, exhibitions, public lectures and training sessions, through what some 
call community archaeology (fig. 6; e.g. World Archaeology 34, 2, 2002). We 
have undertaken these initiatives in collaboration with the local authorities and 
archaeological superintendencies, and with the help of a range of local institutions. 
We feel that our efforts have been successful, since schools are even starting to 
visit the sites we have investigated on their own initiative, although there is often 
nothing more to see than pottery shards. They have even started organizing open-air 
festivals in the area. This is a remarkable development because until recently these 
sites were regarded as a no-go area, spumed for their negative heathen associations 
far from the mother church in town. Most local people did not experience these 
sites as part of their heritage at all. Now, local sensibility is awakening. The local 
communities are slowly starting to identify with the historical landscapes in a 
Figure 6. Li Casteill di San Pancrazio Salentino. Guided tour. 
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positive way and are appropriating them as their legitimate heritage. Consequently, 
they are also taking up responsibility for the care of these landscapes. 
Setting up Archaeological Parks 
A sign of this new sensibility is that the town councils involved, those of the 
municipalities of Mesagne and San Pancrazio Salentino, have applied for European 
Union funding in order to set up archaeological parks at the two Messapian sites 
of Muro Tenente and Li Castelli. This funding has recently been granted, within 
the context of a much larger heritage programme coordinated by the Regione 
Puglia. This programme, the Progetto Integrato Settoriale no. 11, which is called 
Sulle Ornie dei Messapi (In the Footsteps of the Messapians), aims to open up the 
archaeological and architectural heritage of the participating municipalities (fig. 
7). The two archaeological sites of Muro Tenente and Li Castelli di San Pancrazio 
Salentino have been granted initial sums of €400,000 and €700,000 respectively. 
In close collaboration with the Dipartimento di Beni Culturali of the University 
of Lecce, the local municipalities and architects from the Societa Finepro, I have 
developed projects aimed at making the sites accessible to a wider public and to the 
local communities in particular. As a scientific consultant {consulente scientifico) 
to these projects, part of my role is to reflect on the kind of park that we wish to 
construct and, relatedly, on the kind of history to present. 
At the start of the third millennium, the archaeological park has become 
a widespread phenomenon in Europe and beyond. However, it has met with 
considerable criticism, particularly from archaeologists (e.g. Hodder 1992, 
Bender 1992, Kolen 1995). The opponents object to the fact that the parks are 
commonly part of a top-down approach. While there is no denying that also in 
our case the initiative is stimulated from above, by the European Union, it has 
certainly not been dictated. It is the local authorities which formally propose and 
coordinate the projects. Moreover, these projects actually constitute an issue in 
election campaigns and can therefore be seen as reflecting the sensibility of wider 
sections of the local population, without whose support they would never have 
been proposed in the first place. Finally, as I have already stated, local institutions 
are closely collaborating. 
A related argument against establishing such parks is that the model is 
European and that they would reflect a mainstream view of European or world 
history, at the expense of local perceptions of history and landscape. The main 
opponents argue that history tends to be rationalized and fossilized in such an 
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Figure 7. Poster presenting the archaeological park-projects at Muro Tenente and Li 
Castelli di San Pancrazio Salentino. 
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environment. It is also imprisoned and expelled from daily life and experience, 
since people visit these places primarily for the purpose of recreation. The 
argument goes that such parks are alien to the local context since, from a local 
perspective, the past is generally an integral part of everyday life, made up of 
personal biographies and family histories rather than notions of world history. 
People literally live in historical environments, making them productive. A good 
example of this is the abundance of ancient cave sanctuaries in Apulia which are 
often used for storage or for keeping animals. The parks' opponents argue that 
it is these local perceptions that we have to respect. They even advocate going a 
step further and letting local communities manage their own landscapes and shape 
their own histories, even at the risk of destroying the archaeological record. 
To a certain extent I agree with such views, but let me start by voicing my 
misgivings. First, I hold that this view is essentially dualistic, dividing up the world 
into outside policy makers and professional archaeologists on the one hand and 
inside local communities on the other. However, look a little closer and it is easy 
to recognize a myriad of grey areas between and within both groups. Second, the 
outsiders are presented as negative and local perceptions as inherently better and 
therefore preferable. In my opinion, this is a romantic view which idealizes a pre-
rational state of local society. The connotation is that locals are wild and pure and 
have to be protected against colonizing heritage specialists and archaeologists. 
I would argue that this image needs to be refined; local communities are 
also part of modem society and continuously evolving. Their present perceptions 
of the world may even be more rational and economically motivated than those 
of outside policy makers. What is more, their past perceptions of history and 
landscape may be outspokenly negative, and in many cases their wish to shake off 
these perceptions is strong. In southern Italy in particular, archaeological sites have 
long been depicted as demonic, and the countryside in general has traditionally 
been associated with such negative phenomena as the tolls of forced labour in the 
service of large estate owners. It should therefore come as no surprise to learn 
that the initiative of setting up archaeological parks comes from within the local 
communities themselves. Indeed, many experience the discovery of a new history 
and a new heritage in the context of a more general emancipation from traditional 
society. Furthermore, they realize that the traditional perception and use of the 
historical landscape is fatal to its preservation. 
It should be clear that, together with the local communities, I too favour 
conservation. But I also agree with the opponents that we should beware of 
adopting an international blueprint of a fossilized archaeological park. In every 
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single case, 1 think it is wisest to integrate parks into their local context and, 
within limits, to respect such matters as the local use of the landscape and local 
perceptions of history, in our projects, for example, we have planned to incorporate 
low profile agriculture as it has been carried out for centuries. In addition, we 
will present not only our own scientific narratives but also the popular history 
told among the villagers. And, of course, we are collaborating closely with local 
groups. Ultimately, the main aim is dialogue: to open a continuous dialogue 
between different views of landscape and history, between those of local groups 
and those of outsiders such as us professional archaeologists. It is at this point 
that our approach converges with that of the scientific narratives discussed above: 
it is our intention to explain the very institution of the archaeological parks, just 
as we have explained the transformation of the very same landscapes and sites in 
antiquity, i.e. as the result of a dialogue between different social groups, each with 
its own mind-set and aspirations. 
Endnotes 
1 The project is being carried out in close collaboration with the Scuola di 
Specializzazione in Archeologia Classica e Medievale 'Dinu Adamesteanu' of the 
University of Lecce and of the Soprintendenza Archeologica della Puglia. The 
fieldwork is sponsored by the Faculty of Arts at Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, the 
NWO (Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research) and by the municipalities 
of Mesagne and San Pancrazio Salentino. 
2 In Apulia similar projects have recently been developed by the Dipartimento 
di Bern' Cultural! of the University of Lecce. The project related to the site of 
Cavallino is the most elaborate of these (D'Andria 2005, Baratti 2005). 
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